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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to answer the question: Does exposure to
simulated critical " teaching problems have any observable cffect on attitudes and
student teaching behavior of prospective elementary teachers.

The experimental group participated in simulated training through the use of
the Teaching Problerns Laboratory by Cruickshank, Broadbent and Budd publisiicd
by Science Rescarch Associates, Inc., over an eleven week period with feedback
from the instructor as a part of their regular teacher training program. The’ control
group followed the regular teacher training program without the use of simulation.

The cvaluative data was derived from the pre- and posttreatment use of the (1)
Perceived Problems Inventory, (2) Instrument for Analysis of Science Teaching, (3)
Kansas State Teachers College Student Teaching Questionnaire, (4) Semantic
Differential, (5) Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory, (6) Confidence Scale, and (7)
Assumed 50% Responsibility Card. The data were appropriately analyzed according
to the specific nature of the data yielded by these instruments.

. As a result of the statistical analysis of the data acquired by the various
instruments, no significanc differences were found. It was concluded that student
teachers that had the simulated training experiences did not perform any better, nor
cxhibit more positive attitudes, than did those student teachers not receiving the
simulation training. ’
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DETERMINING THE EFFECTS OF SIMULATION TRAINING
' ON STUDENT TEACHING BEHAVIOR

THE PROBLEM

Teacher educators are constantly faced with two questions: 1. How can we structure
methods classes so that education students see them as relevant and as a result become
more involved in the teachinglearning process? 2. How can we give the education

students experiences that will enhance their attitudes and classroom -behaviors during -

their student tcaching experiences and teaching careers? Answering these two questions is

- of utmost importance in the planning of teacher preparation programs.

The past decade has seen the development of a great interest in simulation as a
means of improving teacher preparation programs. Cruickshank defines simulation “as the
creation of realistic games to be played by the participants, in order to provide them
with lifelike problem-solving experiences related to their present or future work.”1

Under a grani from the United States Office of Education, Cruickshank and
Broadbent designed and field tested a simulation series now available commercially from

- Science Research Associates, Inc., under the name Teaching Problems Laboratory.2 The

materials were used for a two week period just prior to student teaching, and the
instructor took no active part in the simulation experiences. The field testing resulted in
the conclusion that the materials are “an unqualified success as a teaching device that
motivates and involves students.” The testing showed simulation as only partially
successful in changing the student teaching behavior of the subjects.

In reporting their research, the authors of the materials suggest the possibility that
feedback through a more active role of the instructor might be advisable. They also

_ suggest changing the placement of the simulation in the progra.m."’ Cruickshank, in a

reccat review of the status of simulation, included the placement of simnulation in a

training system and the increase of feedback capabilities among the aspects of simulation
nceding research.

1ponald R. Cruickshark, “Simﬁlation—New Direction for Teacher Education,” Phi
Delta Kappan, 48, (Septer ber, 1966), 23.

2Donald R. Cruickshank and Frank W. Broadbent, “An Investigation to Deterrine
Effects of Simulation Training on Student Teaching Behavior,” Educational Techr.ology,

IX (October, 1969), 54.
3, ' i
bid. : Ny

4 Simulation in Preparing School Personnel, (Washington: ERIC
Clearing House on Teacher Education, 1970), pp. 33-34. :

3pbid., p. 34.
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The proven motivational value of the Teaching Laboratory and the fact that it is '
commercially available at a reasonable cost suggest the importance of additional research
into its effectiveness in changing student attitudes and student teaching behavior.

The purpose of this study, then, was to fucther cvaluate the Cruickshank,
Broadbent, and Bubb materials using a changed role for the instructor and an extended
period of simulation training to answer the question: Does cxposure to simulated critical

tcaching problems have any observable cffect on attitudes and student teaching behavior
of prospective elementary teachers.
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REVIEW OF RELATEI RESEARCH

Cruickshank concluded a paper on the present status of simulation in cducation with
these words:

Ty e i e SV

S

A new and exciting training methodology has moved into the cducational
ficld. Properly designed, utilized, and evaluated, simulation will add « new
dimension to programs intended to prepare educational professiorals. Although
much time and research will have to be devoted to these tasks, the potential is
almost limitless. :

aad
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Surprisingly little has been done to coilect evidence to show that classroom
simulation has a positive cffect on teaching behavior. Most of the research to date on
classroom simulation has investigated the fidelity of simulation, prompting, and other
instructional variables. '

Beldin, Utsey, and Wallen used filmed simulations as a part of a course in
clementary reading methods to help train preservice tcachers in the use of the informal
reading inventory. The 200 preservice teachers involved in the study were able to identify
the reading levels of pupils in the simulated test film with 92 percent accuracy.

Kasdon and Kelly used the Beldin, Utsey, and Wallen process with 96 inscrvice
teachers. Their study indicated that simulation is effective as an inservice technique for
cxperienced teachers in terms of involvement, adequacy, and transfer to the classroom
situation. However, their findings had to be modified in terms' of the time of the school
year when the program took place.? '

6Paul_ A. Tweclker, Interaction Analysis and Classroom Simulation as Adjunct to
Instruction in Teacher Education, (Monmouth: Teaching Research Division, Oregon State
System of Higher Education, 1968), p. 5.

7H. O. Beldin, Jordon Utsey, and Carl Wallen, “Diagnostic Techniques in Teaching
iReading, Part 1,” The Informal Reading Irventory; Determining Reading levels, Second
Edition, (Monmouth: Teacher Research Division, Oregon State System of Higher
Education, 1965), pp. 1-34, cited by Lawrence M. Kasdon and Dean Kelly ‘in
“Simulation: In-Service Edvcation for Teachers of Reading,” 7The Journal of
Experimental Education, XXXVIII (Fall, 1969), p. 80.

8Lawrence M. Kasdon and Dean Kelly, “Similation: In-Service Education for ‘
Tecachers of Reading,” The Jourr<! of Experimental Education, XXXVIII (Fall, 1969), p.
85. 4!
i

ICharles W. Vlcek, “Assessing the Effect and Transfer Value of a Classroom
Simulator Technique,” Dissertation Abstracts, (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University ‘
Microfilms, Inc., February, 1956), p. 4486. - ;
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-In 1965, Vicek did a study to assess the effect and transfer value of a classroom
simulator technique. The simulator used sound, motion, "and color on a projection screen
to present classroom problems and feedback sequences to the preservice teachers.
Problems and feedback sequences were presented repeatedly until the trainee elicited a
desirable response from the simulated class. Vlcek’s conclusions were that effective
responses to classroom problems can be developed through simulation prior to the
student teaching assignment and that principles used in solving classroom problems can be
developed through classroom simulation experience and that these principles do transfer
to the student teaching experiences. He further concluded that the confidence of the
teacher-trainee is increased through classroom simulator experience.

Kersh found that simulation training had no measurable effect on actual student
teaching one year after students had simulation experiences. His findings did indicate that
some students who underwent simulation training were considered to be ready to assume
full responsibility for a class up to *hree weeks eatlier than students who had no
simulation training. ¢

Cruickshank and Broadbent executed an extensive study decigneéd to examine the
methodology of simwalaticn and to determine whether or not exposure to simulated
teaching problems and subsequent decision making would have any observable effect on a
trainee’s student teaching behavior. During the course of the study they identified 31
critical teaching problems and placed them into simulated settings. These materials were
then field tested using the following conse;uences:

If student tcachers are given pre-student tcaching opportunitics to
encounter, analyze and attempt to solve critical teaching problems:

(Cq) then, such problems will be less numerous;

(Cy) then, general student teaching performance will be improved;

(C3) thez, they will develop more positive feelings toward concepts related
to such problems;

(C4) then, they will be more confident;

(Cg) then, they will be able to assume full-time responsibility for studeat
teaching sooner. 12

10pcre . Kersh, Classroom Simulation: 4 New Dimension in Teacher Education,
(Monmouth, Oregon: State System of Higher Education, Teacher Research Division,
1965), Title VII, NDEA, Project 886, pp. 78-84.

1ponald R. Cruickshank and Frank W. Broadbent, “An Investigation to Determine
Effects on Simulation Training on Student Teaching Behavior,” Educational Technology,
IX (October, 1969), p. 51.

21pid,, p. 54.
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In summarizing this study, the authors had this to say:

... Of the five consequences tested, only the first — (Cq), that such problems
will be less numerous — received any statistically significant results. Student
teaching performance measures favored the Ss but, since they did not reach
significance, consequence (C,) was rejected. A similar finding was made for
consequence (C3) and (C4), that Ss will develop more positive feelings toward
concepts related to such problems and that they will be more confident. In
general, the Ss had slightly more positive attitudes and were more confident
but neither difference was statistically significant. Consequence (Cg) stating
that Ss will be able to assume full-time responsibility for student teaching
sooner also failed to receive any statistical support.

The final conclusion drawn was:

...It can be said that the simulation training when tested under the mest
stringent conditions was an unqualified success as a teaching device that
motivates and involves students; and that, although simulation was only
partially successful in changing the student teachezs’ behavior, it was at least as
effective as an equal amount of student teaching. Charges in the materials,
placement in the program und in the role of the instructor promise to increase
the overall effectiveness of this set of simulation materials in future trials.

In a study utilizing the simuiation materials designed by Cruickshank and Broadbent,
Gaffga concluded that simulation does produce a change in the critical behavior of
student teachers and that student teachers’ behavior can be observed effectively in a
simulated classroom setting. ‘

A more r.écent study wa: made by Beals. As a result of his work, the following -

conclusions seem warranted:

1. Laboratory experiences which employ simulation techniques appear to be as
effective in prepasing students for student teaching as are laboratory

experiences which provide for pasticipation in an actual classroom.

13 /g,

14Robert Martin Gaffga, “Simulation: A Method for Observing Student Teaching
Behavior,” Dissertation Abstracts, (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University Microfilms, Inc.,
April, 1968), p. 3928A.

15paul E. Beals, Classroom Simulation as a .Substitute for Live—Pre-Stuient
Teaching Laboratory Experiences, (Washington: ERIC Clearing House on Teacher
Education, 1970), p. 8.
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2. It appears that students can learn to use certain principles of classroom

: management and communication in meeting specific classroom situations

! through participation in simulated classroom experiences.
3. Different types of pre-student teaching laboratorg' experiences do not appear to

] affect the attitude of students toward teaching.l

3 A ;

: :
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j :
/

y

16Donald R. Cruickshank and Frank W. Broadbent, The Simulation and Analysis of

Problems of Beginning Teachers. University of Tennessee and State University College at ]

Brookport, New York; U.S. Office of Education Cooperative Research Project 5-0798, ;

e 1968. E
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OBJECTIVES AND PROCEDURES

Hzgotheses

In evaluating the Cruickshank, Broadbent, and Bubb materials under a changed role
for the instructor and an extended period of simulation training, the following
hypotheses were tested:

Hypothesis 1: Student téachers having had simulated experiences in which they
encounter, analyze and attempt to solve critical teaching problems will experience fewer
such problems than will student teachers not having had simulated experiences in solving
such problems. )

Hypothesis 2: The general student teaching performance of the student teachers
having had simulated experiences will receive higher ratings on general teaching
performance than will the student teachers not having had simulated experiences.

Hypothesis 3: Student teachers having had simulated experiences will report mord
positive feelings toward students and toward concepts related to the simulated problems
than will the student teachers not having had simulated experiences.  ~

Hypothesis 4: Student teachers having had simulated experiences will report higher
levels of- confidence than will those student teachers not having had simulated
experiences.

Hypothesis 5: Student teachers having had simulated experiences will be able to
assume 50% responsibility for student teaching sooner than will those students not
experiencing simulation training.

These hypotheses are essentially the same as those tested by Cruickshank and
Broadbent in their original research.l’ Hypothesis 5 was changed to read 50%
responsibility for student teaching to make provision for those students who are never
2llowed to have charge of the zlassroom for the entire school day.

Population and Sample

Both experimental and control groups were selected from those elementary

education students enrolling in Education 311A: Basic Methods for Elementary Teachers, -

during the spring semester of 1971. This course is a part of a 15 semester hour block in
the Kansas State Teachers College Elementary Education Program which is team taught
by six instructors. All students are instructed in clementary methods in science, math,

17bonald R. Cruickshank, Frank W. Broadbent, Roy L. Bubb, Simulation Director’s
Guide (Chicago: Science Research Associates, Inc., 1967), pp. 21-23.

15
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. language arts, social studies, and reading by the member of the team having cxpertisc in
cach arca. All students also participate in s segment of the program called “Home-Base.”
Those topics not falling within specific ccurse confines are covered during this time
period. - N '

R T R

T

L : The experimental group of 25 was randomly sclected from the total group of 69
students enrolling. This group was assigned to the “Home-Basc™ scction taught by the
: researcher, The controls were randomly scizsted from two other “Home-Base” sections .
’ , taught by fully qualified members of the :csching team. The controls did not function as
; a group. They were considered a group only for purposes of data trcatment. All of the

: subjects had their student teaching expericn:e during the fall semester of 1971.

Treatment

The Teaching Problems Laboratory*¥ was used with the experimental group over an
; cleven weck period as a part-of the “Hom-Base” segment of the elementary education
3 program. The topics covered in the igboratory include evaluation of teaching and
learning, grouping for instruction, Komwork, student behavior, teacher problems,
tcaching language arts, teaching mathernatics, teaching reading, individualized instruction,
motivation, relations with parents, sociometry, teaching scicnce, tcaching social studies,
and unit teaching.19 Ten of the problers are presented by film. The rest are presented
by written materials such as notes from parents, notes from other teachers, memoranda
{ from the principal, or through role-playing.  The students are provided with background
; : on the school and community through fiimstrips, recordings, a faculty handbook, and a :
curriculum guide. The students are also provided with a sct of cumulative records for a

fifth-grade class.

Sl Sad sk

The simulation problems were used by grouping them into topics rather than in the
consccutive order suggested in the Director’s Guide.’’ For each major topic, the
instructor presented theory in the area and enccuraged group discussions of readings and
understandings dcveloped in other classes. Following the theory presentation, each
problem relating to the topic was worked through individually, then in small groups, and
finally in total group discussion. During the totai group discussion, the researcher played
an active role, giving feedback to the studcnts, suggesting procedures and pointing out the
rclationship between the problem and theory. This role was onc of approver and
1 sounding block rather than judge of the group resolutions of the problems.
% Approximatcly 30 hours were spent in using the simulation materials.

18ponald R. Cruickshank and Frank W. Broadbent, “An Investigation to Determinc

Effccts of Simulation Training on Student Teaching Behavior,” Educational Technology,
IX (October, 1969). '

W FeAr A A e Tl &Nl e

19Ctuickshank and Broadbent, op. cit., pp. 155-163.

20ponald R. Cruickshank, Frank W, Bfoadbent, Roy L. Bubb, Simulation Director’s
Guide (Chicago: Scicnce Research Associates, Inc., 1967), pp. 21-23.

16
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The control group spent-the same amount of time in basic elementary"methods and
in “Home-Base” and covered essentially the same topics. The membets of this group did
not use the Teaching Problems L.boratory.




TEST OF HYPOTHESIS 1

Student teachers having had simulated experiences in which they encounter, analyze
and attempt to solve critical teaching problems will experience fewer such problems than
will student teachers not having had simulated experiences in solving such problems was
the statement of the first hypothesis. To investigate this hypothesis the Perceived
Problems Inventory (Appendix A ) was used. This instrument, designed by Cruickshank
" and Broadbent for their study, lists 117 persistent problems of teachers with a four-point
scale placed opposite each item. If respondents felt the item was a serious problem they
were asked to check column one and if they believed the item was a moderate or a
minor problem they were asked to check columns two or t:ree respectively. Column four
indicated that the respondent did not think the item was s problem.

In order to ascertain the average problems perceived by the S’s and C’s, the
Perceived Problems Inventory (PPI) four scales were colizsed into a problem-no problem
type responses. The PPI was administered to beth groups in the beginning of the second
semester of 1971 (pretest) and again at the close of their student teaching experience
(October, 1971).

In the January pretest situation, the control group reported an average of 91.85 of
the 117 items that were in some way a problem while the experimental group identified
an average of 88.42 items as problems. In both groups, after their fall student teaching
experiences, the average number of problems identified was lower in value than were
identified at the outset of this experiment. The control group identified an average of
77.68 problems out of the 117 items and the experimental group identified an average of
68.38 problems. It would appear evident that some items for the two groups were no
longer considered problems, per se, after student teaching. :

Table 1, below, identifies the average number of problems for the control and
experimental groups before and after their student teaching.

Table 1

Average Number of Problems Self-Reported on Perceived Problems Inventory
by S’s and C’s on Pre- and Posttest Dates

, Pre Post
Group : (January 1971) (October 1972)
Control 91.85 77.68
Experimental . 8842 : 68.38

18
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_‘ In addition to the average number of problems identificd by both groups, the
; (Chi-square test was run on cach of the 117 items between the two groups to investigate P
3 - the manner in which they responded. The Chi-square values obtained for each item have .

been tabled on the following page, along with the particular groups investigated. |

3 ' Control Group Prc- Posttest (PPI) : »

1 As a result of the significant differences obtained, as shown by the Chi-squarc values
4 of Table 2, further investigation was deemed necessary with respect to the specified items
on the Perceived Froblems Inventory. Table 3 identifies the problems that werc
significantly differcnt by the control group between the pre- and posttest and the number
of respondents who saw the item as a problem, along with the percent values obtained.

It can be observed that of the problems where significant differences on Chi-square
were found, that all items listed indicated that the respondents, in general, felt the item
was less of a problem after their actual student teaching experience.

However, “helping a student with a destructive home situation (74),” indicates that
all of the student teachers in the control group saw this as a problem before and after
their student teaching (100% in both pre- and posttest). The significant difference would
be in the degree to which they perceived this problem. Ten of the respondents thought
this item would be a scrious ongoing problem at the outset, but only one respondent saw
it as a scrious ongoing problem after student teaching. More respondents rated this item

as a modcratc problem after student teaching, yet, all respondents believed this was a
major problem. :

Expcrimental Group Pre- Posttest (PPI)

Of the 117 Perccived Problems, the experimental group showed a significant
difference betwcen the pre- and posttest <n the Chi-square statistic for twenty-onc of the

problems. Of the control group, table 3, only thirteen problems resulted in significant
differences.

Table 4 has been used to illustrate the twenty-one problems identified by the
cxperimental group on their pre- and posttest measures. It can be observed, however,
with all twenty-one problems that there were fewer respondents that identified these :
problems after their student teaching experience. i

3
g,
4
..

;

Expcrimental Control Groups Pretest (PPI)

B R L Y PR R

~ As prcvibusly indicated in Table 2, seven problems of the total 117 perccived
problems showed a significant difference betwecn the experimental and control groups at ;
the beginning of this cxperiment. ' ;

11
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Table 2

; . - Chi-Square Values on 117 Perceived Problems Ihventory Items

- for Control (C) and Experimental (E) Groups

3 | | | Control  Experi- Control  Control
: \ ‘ Pre- mental ¢ Exper- ¢ Exper-

3 - , Post- Pre- imental imental

3 ~ Reported Problems test test — Pretest Posttest

3 R ,
,-, 1. Having children follow o :
: routines for entering and o f
‘ leaving the classroom when

coming from home or leaving
for home. - , 4.898 6.826+ 1.860 0.343

L, 2. Lacking enthusiasm for a

3 subject. " . ' 5.688 0.141 3.077 3.652

f 3. Needing help in selecting - . :

f instructional materials. 12.814* 6.803 4.050 0.894

’ 4. Working out a daily schedule. 3.085 2.881  4.933 0.304

i 5. Discussing with parents their '

: ‘ children's achievement. 4.716 5.304 1.004 0.258

% 6. Explaining my grading system .

3 to children. 3.481 5.484 1.182 9.381*

7. Having students see relation- :
ship betweer. undesirable ;
behavior and the consequences. 2.147 1.239 3.614 0.984 :

8. Not really liking kids. 2.516  1.833  2.45) 1.33

9. Managing the distribution and é
collection of materials, i
paper, milk, etc. 1.819 0.915 2.345 2.851 3

10. Involving many of the children : %
in group discussions. 9.769+ 8.352+ 1.227 6.345+ i

11. Finding films and filmstrips - 3
related to the area being £ 3
studied. 2.351 2.45] 0.627 3.772 g
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12. Getting students to do

homework. . 7.446 6.601 0.593 1.193
13. Criticized by parents. 4.933 9.509+  0.936 3.148
4 14. Collecting anecdotal back- ‘
y ground information about
students. : 5.840 8.750+ 2.833 10.888+
- 15. Maintaining order during ’ -
% field trips. 3.455 5.352 1.915 7 1.132
_ 16. Unhappy teaching in lower ' |
E socio-economic -district. - 1.572 3.208 0.543 - 1.612
17. Keeping pupil attendance
records accurately. 1.856 0.230 1.629 4.795
18. Not knowing what to do with ;
students who finish early. -  2.083 0.268 4,907 0.565
19. Finding out about radio and
TV programs related to daily
classwork of my children. 1.232 0.732 - .0.384 1.703
20. Planning and executing
useful field trips. 4.017 1.226 3.621 - 0.229
21. Bothered-by parents
telephoning. 2.663 3.833 1.882 0.254
22. Not knowing how to evaluate ' .
" my objectives., 6,243 4.492 4.900 2.831
23. Students not respecting me. 1.321 3.810 2.928 0.758
24. Disturbed by school
regulations. 4.833 2.143 4.400 1.422
25. Ordering, securing, and
: accounting for supplies 1
and equipment. 1.351 1.710 8.439+ 6.403+
26. Too much stress on, grades
for motivation. 8.697+ 2.641 3.170 0.495
27. Integrating A-V materials
_into the lessons. 8.425+ 5.435 2.440 4.884
28. Working wut details of

assembly programs, 6.048 7.689+ 2.810 3.333
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29.

30.

31.

32.
33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41,

42,

Talking with parents I
wish to contact.

Judging children's progress
in terms of my aims and
purposes.

Having children maintain
quiet while werking
i{ndependently.

Feelings of insecurity.
Managing the transition from
one activity or subject to
another.

Relating the subject mean-
ingfully to children.

Finding appropriate reading
materials for readers one or

more years below grade level.

Finding out what content I
am supposed to cover in my
grade.

Establishing a rapport with
parents so that they will
provide information candidly
and without embarrassment.

Feeling uncomfortable about
giving failing grades.

Finding ways to integrate
isolated, disliked children
into group activities.

My feelings be1ng hurt by
criticism.

Organizing an orderly
procedure for children to
hang up their wraps.

Not knowing-how to deal with
reading problems.

2.988

1.505

11.097
0.313

3.119 -

3.491

2.102

6.530

5.343

- 3.423

0.461

1.880

2.518

L

7.631

14

22

2.956

1.892

4.096
16.470*

6.733+

5.698

1.070

0.368

5.980

2.068

4.620

2.323

0.230

5.711

0.540  4.364

0.927 0.42]
2,722 . 0.36%
5.692 4.375
1.597 0.470
0.369 3.465
0.493 2.144
3.523 3.137

3.168 4.690

0.546  .0.586
1.316 0.580
1.490  5.827
2.550 2.746

11.770* 0.494
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43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

51,

Being unable to complete
a lesson.

Helping parents understand
the reporting system of my
school.

Involving pupils in self-
evaluation.

Knowing how to hold student
conferences.

Unhappy about teaching at
this present grade 1eve1.

Unhappy with routine class-
room bookkeeping.

Being afraid to teach
controversial subjects.

Having work for some children
while I am working with othew
grovps or individuals.

Difficulty in identifying
those who need remedial help.

Feeling unpopular as a
teacher.

Net wanting a certain student
in my class.

Formu1af1ng questions that
provoke discussion.

Needing to know how to
organize a unit of work.

Identifying children in need
of psychological testing or
counsel ing. .

Having ﬁifficulty with
grouping. ™

Having activities ready for

children's rest-time periods.

5.187

- 2.425
4.277
3.628
0.435
2.257

1.036

6.112
7.430
1.659

2.035

9.782%-

9.094+

10.531+

3.639

0.928

15

7.850+

0.737
5.754
8.271+

5.771

- 2.839

8.324+

3.250

4.790

13.043*

5.170

6.438

6.360

6.575
6.107

3.242

23

2.543

0.398
4.936
10.790+
2.026

1.724 .

3.573

0.952
0.744

2.126

2.910

4.654

1.941

2.102

2.918

0.666

3.393

0.973
1.877
4.849
5.276
1.743

2.169

0.859

3.190

7.972+

5.0

1.930

1.267

1.530

1.642

1.284

B
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e 59, Bothered by frustration
~in my personal 1ife. 9.175+ 4.129 1.992 1.688

60. Not really knowing how to
teach. ’ 4.602 9.704+ 3.411 2.248

61. Unhappy about teaching
slow learners. 2.008 7.143 5.283 0.237

62. Difficulties with organizing
supplies and materials. 3.417 0.855 4.403 1.689

" 63. Introducing a new topic and
obtaining high interest. 1.325 3.398  0.0%8 1.516

64. Obtaining the materials for
making my own teaching _
materials, e.g., construction

paper. 2.768 4,951 0.3N 0.229 |
65. Having difficulty preparing ' :
lesson plans. 6.622 8.107+ 8.360+ 3.130 ;
66. Conducting an interview
with a parent. 2.762 6.325 1.376 0.495 :
. 67. Having trouble interpreting E
L children's capabilities to : ;
parents, 5.725 5.183 0.931 0.496 {
68. Handling cliques in the i
!

1 classroom. 3.286 . 11.867* 3.754 0.757

69. Not being accepted by my .
colleagues. 4.536 5.328 3.951 2.813

3 70. Handling children in passing
; in hall from room to room. 7.520 0.937 3.888 0.493

n. Differentiating instruction
among the slow, average and
gifted children in class. 5.920  7.388 1.598 0.568

72. Constructing bulletin boards. 2.108 2.085  0.134 1.812

FRRRSUIE AT PR VO D SN SRV

73. Finding out what the obje ;-
tives of education are for _
my grade. 3.903 3.066 2,530 2.603

: 74. Helping_a student with a :
g destructive home situation. 7.660+ 3.029 £.196+ 2.355
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75. Being able to prepare class- ‘
room tests that are valid. 11.205+ 2.964 6.533 4,989
, 76.. Handling children's |
. aggressive behavior toward ,
one another. 6.714 4.821 2.833 5.379
77. Feelings of inferiority. 5.030 6.487 2.290 3.478
73. Organizing procedures for
moving as a class from place
3 to rlace. 2.994 0.172 2.120 0.484
F
% 79. Students not willing to work. 8.343+ 17.968+ 0.772 0.984
f 80. Finding materials with which
A to prepare simple science
' demonstrations. 4,780 2.333 3.220 0.029
81. Lacking understanding of ] .
my subject(s}).. 0.924 5.957 0.270 1.3
’ 82. Explaining my techniques of “
; teaching to parents. 5.884 6.226 0.903 1.246
i 83. Interpreting the results
of standardized tests. 1.890 1.396 1.222 1.362
84. Handling children who waste
school materials. 0.752 3.776 0.184 1.898
85. Being impatient with my
students. : 2.671 7.350 1.636 0.350
86) Teaching in an area for which
I am unprepared. 6.333 7.469 2.464 4.284
87. Unable to operate A-V
equipment. 6.155 14.657* 7.566 6.824
88. Parents complaining about
homework assignments. 2.741 17.484* 14.933* 3.929
89. Getting parents to take an
interest in their children's
behavior. 1.900 5.614 3.156 5.924
90. Telling parents that their
- children have problems. 4,408 3.980 3.350 2.247
91. Handling the constantly
disrupting child. 4.293 3.380 6.641 0.676
v 25
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' 92. 'Being able to tolerate | |
student errors. . 1.689 0.650 1.252 2.385

93. Having difficulty with . 4
written communication. 4.751 1.428 9,410+ 1.5%1&
. 94, Finding out about community
: . resources that I can use in :
: B my teaching. . 2.035 1.113 0.970 0.176

95. Finding out what content
children in my class .covered
last year. 1.532 5.877 2.801 0.944

96. Being troubled by parental
complaints. 1.705 . 7.894+ 6.300 2.67

97. ‘Using test results and
anecdotal information in
working with individual

children, '5.956  2.501  3.660 0,209 .

98. Needing more understanding o :
of student behavior. 2.707 - 10.916+ 4,998 3.465 i

: 99, Being unable to adjust to - - _ ; '
: ' certain ethnic groups. 8.220+ 3.884 35974 1.383

100. Using the committee method _
- with childen. 0.326 2.702 2.347 0.472

~101. Not understanding the value
of a.planbook. -2.010 7.364 2.699 2.663

102. Enlisting parent aid for
: activities such as trips,
making costumes for a play, '
or class mother. - 4.468 8.322+ 5.0C3 3.579

103. .Be1ng required to grade on _ '
- a curve, ' 2.4 1.165 2.582 . 2.7
104. Working with overly : : ‘
dependent children. 5.615 0.870 2.807 0.689 ;
105. Bothered by fee]ings of = 1
‘ loneliness.rl | 3.567 6.054 1.968 - 1.312 ¢
106, Having difficulty with - | | ‘i
- .. oral communication. - 8.292+ 6.368 . 5.582 . 0.304 5

R
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-107.
]08.

~ 109,
110.
111,
na.
3.

- 114,

115,

116.-

117,

Planning segments of work

" for a week or longer.

Having a distaste for
grading papers.

Being afraid of some of
my students.

Bright students make me
feel uncomfortable.

Unable to maintain pupil

" {nterest.

Lacking know-how for pupil-
teacher planning.

Having trouble controlling
class.

Inability to keep up profes-

sionally in my field.

Not being prepared to teach

under newer instructional
organization (e.g., team °
teaching).

“avinéfdifficulty organizing
my work. ,

Feel1ing nervous when
supervised.

W

.555 5.121
.650 5.037
J1T . 3.687
.021 2.965
.654 5.491
.64;‘ 5.477
.708 1.739
756 4.580
.968 0.694
.581 1.670
.560  13.527

.509
.220
.672
.582
313
.457
.806

.891

415
.253

.524

1.991
2.327
0.633
1.003
1.084

3.063

- 1.727

2.156

4.000

1.807

2.691

+significant at the .05 level
*significant at the .01 level
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Item-by-Item Analysis Showing the Number and Percent of Responses on Problems

Table 3

Where Significant Differences Existed According to Chi-Square
(Table 2) for the Control Group Pre- and Posttest

Pretest Posttest
: Indicated Indicated
Perceived Problem a Problem % a Problem %
3. Needing help in selecting
instructional material. 27 - 100 17 77
10. Invoiving many of the children. ,
in group discussions. 25 93 13 59
26. Too much stress on-grades for
motivation. 23 85 17 77
27. Integrating A-V materials ¥ o
- into the lessons. | 19 70 10 )
54, Formulating Questions'that
provoke discussions. 25 93 12 55
55. Needing to know how' to organize K
' a unit of work. 26 96 14 - 64
- 56. Identifying children in need ~
‘ of psychological 24 89 18 82
 59. Bothered by frustration in |
: my personal 1life. 19 70 14 64
74. Helping a. student with a : '
_ destructive home situation.- 27 100 :22_ 100
75. Being able to prepare class-
room tests that are valid. 27 100 16 73
79. Students not willing to work. 26 96 20 91
99. Being unable to adjust to
- certain ethnic groups. 20 74 N 50-
106. Having difficulty with oral ,
. communication. 23 8 10 45
20
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Item-by-Item Analysis Showing the Number and Percent of Responses on Problems

Jable 4 -

Where Significant Differences Existed According to Chi-Square
' (Table 2) for the Experimental Group Pre- and Posttest .

e a2 e e e L A e s T T Ay s N

‘. .
R Y PRI, AP U -

Pretest Posttest
Indicated Indicated

Perceived Problem a Probiem % a Problem %
1. Having children follow routines

for entering and leaving the

classroom when coming home or

leaving for home. 16 67 10 48
10. Involving many of the children | _

in group discussions. 21 88 16 76
13. Criticized by parents. 3 96 16 76
14. Collecting anecdotal backgrpund |

information about students. 22 92 14 67 .
28. Working out details of assenbly :

- programs. , 20 83 14 67
32. Feelings of insecurity. 22 92 12 57
33. -Managi ng the transition from one '

activi-ty or subject to another. 20 83 10 48
43. Being unable to complete a | ‘

- lesson. | 19 79 8 38

46. Knowing how to hold student :
conferences. 19 79 14 67
Being afraid to teach : :
controversial subjects. 18 75 12 60
Feel‘lng unpopular as a
teacher. 19 - 79 7 35
Not really knom ng how to . |
“teach. 18 75 8 38
Having difficulty preparing : :
lesson p]ans. 17 71 9 43 -

.21 ?9




68.

79.
1.

. 96.
9.

102.

nz.

Handling cliqhes in the ciass-
room.

Students not willing to work.

Unable to operate A-V equip-
ment.

Parents complaining about
homework assignments.

Being troubled by parental

"~ complaints. :

Needing more understanding of

_student behavior.

Enlisting parent aid for
activities such as trips, making
costumes for a play, or class
mother. -

Feeling nervous when
supervised.. -

23
23

21

24

21

22

16

23

96
96

88

100

88

92

67

96

12

10

15

12

13

. 60

90

43

48

71

60

43

62

22
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Table 5 has been developed to give the total number and percent of responses
to the particular problem for both of the groups. It can be noted that out of seven
problems identified, at the outset ‘thc number of responses for the control group
were higher except for item 88, “parents complaining about homework assignments.”

Table 5
Item-by-Item Analysis Showing the Number and Percent of Responses on Problems

Where Significant Differences Existed According to Chi-Square (Table 2)
Betwcen the Control and Experimental Groups on the Pretest

Control - . Experimental
. : Indicated Indicated

Perceived Problem a Problem % a Problem %
25. Ordering, securing, and

accounting for supplies and '

cquipment. 23 85 16 67
42, Not'knowin% how to deal with _

rcading pro_b ems. 126 96 24 100
46. KnoWing how to hold student . :

conferences. , _ : 26 96 19 79
65. Having difficulty preparirg : ‘ .

lesson plans. » ' 25 93 17 71
74. Helping a student with a :

destructive home situation. 27 100 22 92
88. Parents complaining about : - ,

" homework assignments. 23 85 24 109

93. Having difﬁtulty with written

communication. , 21 78 . 16 ' 67

o




Expcrimental Control Groups Posttest (PPI)
. ~
After compl{.tmg their student teaching cxperience in October, 1971, it can be
obscrved in the following table (Table 6) that of the 117 perccived problems only
five problems were significantly different on the Chi-square test.

e St e LR A SR ANV E AT AN T et Wi Ty A

B oleds

5 | o Table 6

Item-by-Itcm Analysis Showing the Niwmnber and Percent of Responses on Problems
Where Significant Differences Existed According to Chi-Square (Table 2)
Between the Control and Experimental Groups on the Posttest

ERFARNE

Control ‘ Experimental
. : Indicated - Indicated
Perccived Problem , a Problem % a Problem %
6. Expla.mmg my gradmg system
to children. 13 59 9 43
10. In'volving many of the children ,
] in group discussions. - 13 59 16 79
" 14. Collecting anccdotal background
information about students. 18 82 14 67
25. Ordering, sccunng, and
accounting for supplies and :
/ cquipment. ‘ 18 . 82 12 57 .
52. Fecling unpopular as a '
" teacher.. 16 73 -7 35
24
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TEST OF HYPOTHESIS 2

* This hypothesis stated that the general student teaching performance of the student
tcachers having had simulated expericnces would receive higher ratings on general
tcaching performance than those student tcachers not having had simulated cxperiences.
To test this hypothesis the Instrument for Analysis of Science Teaching (Appendix B)
was uscd. This instrument, designed at the University of Texas, was administcred during
the student tcaching experience to describe student teaching performance.

The audio-tapes werc cvaluated by an observer trained at the University of Texas
resulting in closc adherance to the ground rules for using this instrument. The instrument,
originally designed for measuring science teaching behaviors, has proven acceptable for
rating and mcasuring teacher performance in all curricula arcas.

Three patterns of intcraction werce selected for this study as indices of teachin
behavior. These were selected as appropriate to, and compatible with the philosophies of
recently developed child-centered approaches to clementary cducation.

A dcscription of cach of the 3 intcraction patterns considered as comprising teaching
behavior "is stated below. Following the description of each- behavior, the IAST v. 2

category or ratio of categories used to measure the frequency of occurrence of that
behavior is described.2 ' ' '

1. Docs the teacher stimulate increased student participation or maintain dominant
control of the lesson? Although there are undoubtedly instructional tasks which require a
high degree of dircction from the teacher, the overall intent of most recently developed
curricula is to actively involve the student in manipulation of objects, events, and data.

From the IAST v. 2 data the I/D ratio can be dewermined. The 1/D ratio divides the
total number of tallies for tcachers’ indircct statements by the total number of tallics for
dircct statements. Using the IAST v. 2 categorics, the I/}) ratio is:

Indirect 1+ 2+ 3R + 3S + 3Q + 4C + 4022
Direct 5P + 5M + 6L + 6R + 7

For this study, then, the I/D ratio found for the control group was 0.9492 whilc for
the experimental group the I/D ratio found was 1.2254.

21Roger S. Irwin, “A Comparative Study of The Effect of Certain Factors on the
Teaching Behavior of Preservice Elementary Teachers of Science,” (unpublished doctor’s

disscrtation, The University of Texas, Austin, 1970), pp. 50-55.
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2. To what cxtent docs the teacher motivate students through use of
cacouragement and praise of students’ ideas compared to dominance of students through
cxtensive instruction, reprimands, and assertion of authority? If increased student
participation, as mentioned in No, 1, is a common goal of contemporary clementary
instruction, then the tcacher’s usc of more indirect behaviors such as empathy and praise
for students may reflect the tendency to actively involve children in instruction,

This component of teaching behavior was measured by calculating the I/D ratio. It is
a measurc of the emphasis given to motivation and control durirg a lesson.

Indirect 1+2+3R+3Q + 35 23
Direct 5P +5M+ 7

The I/D ratio found for the control group was 0.7003 and a 0.9211 was found for
the experimental group. ' ‘ ‘

3. 'To what extent does the teacher dominate the verbal behavior of the lesson?
Although it is expected that the need to provide instructions, questions, and new
information will require a considerable amount of teacher talk, little or no provision for
student questions and statements may result in the teacher finding out very little about
the competence of his students. It is therefore suggested that a comparison of the

amount of teacher talk and student talk may provide useful data on science teaching
behavior, ° ’ '

This behavior pattern is described and measured by expressing two ratios: (a) total
teacher talk to total student talk, )

Total Teacher Talk 1+2+3R+3Q+3S+4C+40 +
Total Student Talk - 9C + 90 + 9R + 10SC + 10SO +

5P + 5M + 6L + 6P + SR + 7
10PC + 10PO

and (b) extended teacher talk to extended student talk. Extended talk involves the
continuous usc.of one behavior for a period of time that is longer than three seconds.

Extended Teacher Talk  (1-1) +(2-2) + (3R-3R) + (3Q-3Q) +
Extended Student Talk = (9C-9C) + (90-90) + (9R-9R) +

(35-38) + (4C4C) + (4040) + (5P-5P) + (5M-5M) + (6L-6L) +
(10SC-10SC) + (10SO-10SO) + (10PC-10PC) +
(6P-6P) + (6R-6R) + (7-7) 24
. (10PO-10PO)

231bid,
24pig,

26
34
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The cxperimental group obtained ratio of 1.6830 was slightly lower than the
obtained ratio of the control group which was 1.7239.

In the further analysis of the Instrument for “Scicnce Teaching, the percent of time
spent in doing cach activity ‘was calculated on the basis of the number of obscrvations
made as compared to the grand total of observed bchaviors for both groups. Of the
thirty-two identificd behavioral characteristics, scventecn characteristics describe tcacher
behaviors, while fourtcen of the characteristics describe student behaviors. The last item,
(14) is defined as nonfunctional behavior which is a behavior described as being without
dircction or purposc.

Table 7 has been used to bricfly indicate the percentage of time the two groups
were described as engaged in the particular behavior out of the grand total of the
obscrvations made. -

Table 7

Percent of Time as Determined by the Instrument
for the Analysis of Science Teaching

. Description of Behavior Control Experimental

TEACHER BEHAVIORS

1 Teacher accepts feeling : o 0.202 0.189
2 Teacher praises ‘ 0.151 0.241
3R Teacher restates or restructures .

student statement - 4760 5.081
3Q  Tecacher questions student statement - '
: for clarification 0.020 0.042
3S Téachcr gives non-evaluative

confirmation _ 3.893 4.052
4C  Tecacher asks closed question 14,613 16.871
40 Tcaghcrvasks.bpen question - 0:464 0.346
5P  Tcacher gives éroccaural dircctions  6.787 4._87'1
5M  Tecacher gi&cs managerial -dircctions _ 0.494° 0.850
6L - Tc_achcr initiates new information . 17265 15.255

%
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6P

6R

8D
8C
8L

8E

Tcacher initiates background or
review information : 0.000

Teacher initiates information by

rcading aloud ' 0.827
Teacher rejects or criticizes

student’s ideas or behavior 0.020
Teacher demonstrates silently 0.262
Teacher-controlled silence , 4 1.624
Teacher silence while looking |

at notes 0.000
Teacher silence whllc hand.lmg _ :
cquipment 0.484

STUDENT BEHAVIORS

9C
90
9R

10SC

10PC

10PO

11p

11N

120

12C .

12G .

12X

Student closed statement . 15.954
Student open statement - 487N
Student reads aloud : 7.140
Student asks substantive

closed question 0.676
Student asks procedural

closed question . 0.071
Student asks procedural

open question - _ 0.000
Student affective response, 2 ,
positive , 0.262

Student affective response,

nogative | 0.000

Student overt silent activity "~ 93802 -

Studept covert silent activity 2.592

Group overt acnvn:y E o 0.000

‘.‘Grégk- chorus” " : . 3167
- | 28

36

0.010

0.640

0.262
0.000

1.050

0.000

19.559
4.714
3.759

0.777
0.136
0.000

0.829

0.031°

11.097
3.811
0.031
3.160
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13 Division of student-to- .
student intcraction 3.015 1.858

PEW AN

14 ‘Nonfunctional behavior . 0.585 0.304

PrATORC PN BURLA T A O S

An obscrvation of the™preceding table would indicate that a lower percent for
item onc, teacher accepts feeling, for the experimental group was a more desirable
bchavior. However, the percent of time engaged in each of the activities was not
too different between the experimental and control groups. !
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TEST OF HYPOTHESIS 3

Hypothesis three stated that student tcachers who had simulated “expericnces will
report more “positive feclings toward students and toward concepts related to the
simulated problems than will the student teachers not having had simuiated cxpericnces.
In testing the null form of this hypothesis, two scparate instruments were utilized in this

- study, the semantic differential, as well as the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory.

Both instruments, along with the analysis of their respective data, have been discussed.

The Scmantic Differcntial (Appendix C) -

At the outset, cleven concepts were used to ascertain if student teachers having had
simulated expericnces (cxperimetital group) would show a significant difference in having
morc positive fcelings toward students and those concepts rclated to the simulated
problems, than the control group. The eleven concepts selected were:

myself as a teacher

Pat Taylor
. classroom bookkeeping
supervising teacher
methods of teaching
supervisor's visit
rclationship with parents
discipline problems '
. student teaching
10. pupils »
11. my first year of teaching

\Ow\la\s.ﬂ&b)l\)i-‘

After these cleven concepts had been developed for the instrument, concept two

- (above), Pat Taylor, was considered irrclevant to this study and was dcleted from the

instrument, leaving ten concepts that were utilized.

L

With respect to the bipolar adjectives selected, threc pairs made up the potency
factor, ic., formal-informal, strong-weak, and heavy-light. For determining the activity
dimension, the bipolar adjectives were active-passive, poised-excitable and simple-complex.
Out of the total sixteen adjective pairs used, the remaining ten completed the third
dimension, the evaluative factor. The ten bipolar adjectives used for this evaluative factor
were:  skillful-inept, good-bad, chaotic-ordered, attractive-unattractive, confident-uncertain,
dirty-clean, happy-sad, understanding-impatient, interesting-dull, and clean-vague. In order to
avoid tendencics of acquiescence and to counteract response bias tendencies, a reversal of

* bipolar adjectives was made. In addition to reversing these bipolar adjectives, the adjcctive

pairs were randomly selected accordingly for cach concept, therefore, a different order of

bipolar adjectives appears for cach concept, yet all sixteen adjective pairs were used for
cach scparate concept. ‘ o

38
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Since the semantic differential instrument was developed on a nine point scale for
each pair of bipolar adjectives, a value of one was assigned to the highest positive
. adjective, whereas a score of nine was assigred on the opposite, or negative end of the -
" continuum. A score of five indicated the respondents neutral position with respect to the
adjective pairs for any particular concept. o '

To test hypothesis- three, using the semantic differential, a “pretest” was given to
both the control and experimental groups in January, 1971 and the “posttest” was

administered to both groups in October, 1972, after completing their student teacher
experiences. ‘

Table B summarizes the results of testing with the semantic-differential for the
evaluative dimensicn. It will be noted from an inspection of means that the experimental
and control group values, after student teaching, were decreased (indicating strongcr
positive feelings and/or attitudes) toward the following concepts:

myself as a teacher
supervising teacher
methods”of teaching
supervisor’s visit

student teaching

pupils -

0. my first year of teaching

BYO0NHLE

From a general overview of these concepts, it would appear that students in both

groups felt better toward the above mentioned concepts after their student tezching
~experience. - :

. However, as might be noted from inspection of these means, that the control group
had a more positive attitude toward the concepts classroom bookkeeping (2) and
relationship with parents (6) than did the experimental group.

- For the concept, discipline problems (7), both the experimental and control group
means were slightly higher on the posttest indicating that both groups may be more
apprehensive, or less favorably concerned, over discipline problems.

In addition, differences in mean values, or range, for each of these two grotips were
~ as follows: ' '

(1) Control group:
A. Pretest:
. 335-212=123
B. Posttest:
3.37 - 2.00 = 1.37

. 31 -
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Table 8

é _ | ‘Semantic Differential Means (x) and Standard Deviations (s)
~ : on.the Evaluative Factor for_Ten Bipo]ar Adjectives

H
e
et Dl iyt W

January (Pre)

, October (Post)
ﬁﬁperimgntal Qgptro]

Experimental  Control

Concept X s X 'S, X s - X s
L ] : ~t r
yself as a , - '
teacher 2.29 1.06  2.98 1.33 2.03 .19 2.16 0.96
Classroom : ‘ : -
bookkeeping 2.46 1.53 3.35  1.92 2.90 .63 2.86 1.75
Supervising | - |
teacher 2.28 1.53 2.12 1.13 1.87 .19 2.00 1.43.
Hethods of _
~ teaching 2.15 1.10 2.28 1.06 2.12 18 2.04 1.10
Supervisor's .
visit 2.51 1.56 3.30 1.85 2.43 .55 2.23 1.50
Relationship o _
with parents 2.20 1.27 2.29 1.47 2.31 .32 2.09 1.21
Jiscipline . | | .
probl ems 3.23 1.84 . 3.33 1.74 3.38 .63 3.37 1.97
Student o - o |
teaching 2.26 1.22 2.57 1.35 1.97 .36 2.10° 1.43
Pupils 2.72 -1.49 2.85 1.39 2.70  1.42 2.82° 1.51
My first year : o .
of teaching 2.51 1.43 2.68 1.44 2.16 .13 2.27 1.34

0"




Table 9

Post Experimental and Control Mean Values and-
“Rank Values on the Evaluative Dimension

Concept _ E mean Rank - - C mean Rank
iyself as a ‘ .

teacher 2.03 4 - 2.16 9.5
Classroom ,

bookkeeping 2,90 ' 18 2.86 17
Supervising - -

teacher : 1.87 - 1 2.00 3
Methods of | )

teaching - 2.12 : 8 . 2.04 5
Supérvisor's -

visit : 2.43 14 2.23 1
Relationship : ‘ | . 8
~ with parents . . 2.31 13 2.09 6

~ biscipline - _ -

problems - 3.38 20 3.37 19
Student - : T

teaching 1.97 -2 2.10 7
Pupiis 2.70 15 2.82 16

My first year _ : ' ’ '
of teaching 2.16 9.5 2.27 12
Ry = 104.5 Ry = 105.5

el
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(2) Experimental group:
A. Pretest:
3.23 - 2.20 = 1.03
B. Posttest:
3.38 -1.87 =1.51

SISV FISSw

Both groups increased in their perceptions of the ten concepts indicating a greater
variation after their student teaching experiences. o

To test the hypothesis to find if students ranked these ten concepts in a similar j
manner the Mann-Whitney U’s were calculated for the posttest means only. The following :
table lists the mean” values obtained for both groups, along with their assigned rank

values.

-1

The Mann-Whitncy formula is: 25
+1
l'll (nl ) "R
2

U“l’ll n2+

BT N S

or, cquivalently,
n2 (n2 + 1)
+_ < < -R2

U= ngy n,
. 2
* - where,

Ry = sum of the ranks assigned to group whose sample size is nq (10)
1 1gn g ! :
Ry = sum of the ranks assigned to group whose sample size is n, (10)

U=(10) (10) + (10} (10+1) 404 5
2

= 50.5

Ul=nyn,-U
= 49.5

Since the smaller value of U is nceded to test for a significant diffcrence, a U-value ‘
of 49.5 was referred to the critical region. A U-value of nineteen or less would be ;
necessary to reject the null hypothesis at the .02 level of significance for a two tailed
test. The obtained value of U (49.5) would warrant acceptance of the null hypothesis in
this case. It is tenable that their is not a significant difference in the ranking of these ten
concepts by the experimental and control groups.

25Sidncy Siegel. Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences. (Nev} York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1956), pp. 116-127. | o
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The Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks test20 gives morc weight to a pair which
shows a large difference between concepts than to a pair which shows a small difference.
Letting d represent the difference between means for cach concept, Table 10, following,
was constructed. - : ' .

A-T-aluc Icss than or cqual to 8 (T S 8) would be needed to reject Hy at the .05
level of significance. It would be concluded, then, that no significant differences existed

between the experimental and control group means on the evaluative dimension of the -

semantic dificrential with respect to the ten sclected concepts.

The means and standard deviations calculated for the potency dimension have been
tabled in Table 11, page 37.

 Differences in mean values, or range, for cach of the groups were as follows:

(1) Control group:

A. Prctest:
4,68 - 3.37. = 1.31
B. Posttest:

4.55 -342=1.13

(2) Expecrimental group:
A. Pretest:
4.26 - 3.35 = 0.91
" B. Posttest:
5.74 - 3.45 = 2.29

The differences in these four range values illustrate that the cxperimental group saw -

a much greater variation in their attitudes toward the ten selected concepts with respect

" to the “strength,” or potency, factor. This cxperimental group saw the ten concepts as

morc ncutral, or less positive, after their student tcaching expericnces that did thé control
group. '

Upon inspection -of the means for the potency factor it will be noted that the
control group mecans decreased in value (indicating a tendency to mark the bipolar

adjectives toward the “stronger,” or positive, end of the scales) for the following
concepts: :

mysclf as a teacher

classroom bookkeeping -

supervising tcacher

mcthods of teaching (very slight decrease)
supervisor’s visit A

Al ol s e

The experimental group means, however, on thesc same five concepts, increased in value
indicating a morc ncutral position after their student teaching. -

26bid, pp. 75-83.
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Post Experimental and Control Mean Values and
their Differences on the Evaluative Factor

Table 10

Rank with
o : Rank less frequent
Concept ~ E mean C mean d of d sign
Myself as a .
teacher 2.03 2.16 -0.13 -7
Classroom . :
- bookkeeping 2.90 2.86 0.04 2 2
- Supervising - : .
tgacher 1.87 ' 2.00 -0.13 _-7
- llethods of ‘ -
teaching . 2,12 2.04 0.08 3 3
Supervisor's
visit 2.43 2.23 0.20 9 9
Relaiionship . '
with parents | 2.31 2.09 0.22 10 10
Discipline | | ,
problems 3.38 3.37 0.01 1 1
Student .
teaching 1.97 2.10 -0.13 =7
- Pupils 2.70 2.82 -0.12. -5 ,
My first year E
of teaching 2.16 2.27 -0.11 -4 i
T=25 . x
4
36
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Table 11

Semantic Differential Means (x) and}Standard<Deviations (s)
on -the Potency Factor for Three Bipolar Adjectives

’
I

January (Pre) ' October (Post)
. Experimental Control Experimental Control
Concept X - s X 3 X s X S
yself as a - ' |
: teacher 3.40 _],30 3.6 1.78 4.85 1.39 3.42 -1.66
Classroom . |
bookkeéping' 4.09 1382: -4.68 - 2.45 5.74 2.07 4.55 2.24
~ Supervising - - : | .
teacher 3.81 1.1 4.05 2.13  4.87 2.13 3.93 2.04
Methods of L -
- teaching ~ 3.39 1.31 ~3.48 1.59 .10 1.72 3.46 1.70
SdperViéor‘S N | . o ' .
visit - 4.1 1.87 4,52 2.00 5.]9 1.91 3.85 2.27
Relationship ~ .° . | - | | |
with parents 3.35 1.66 3.37 2.03 . 5.25 2.05 3.98 2.42
“Discipline L - . - '
| problems 4.26 ]i66 3.77 v].79 - 4.91 1.88 4,12 2.25
Student o ' o o »
teaching 4,16 1.47 - 3.69 1.59 5.50 1.95 4.30 2.39
» ' : '
-i Pupils - 3.66 1.46 3.38 1.62 4.94 1.95 3.84 ° 2.30

iy first year '
- of teaching 4.19 1.78 4,02 1.84 3.45 1.59 4.36 2.09

37 ‘afi
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The four concepts, relationships with parents (6), dlsc1plme problems (7), student
teaching (8), and pupils (9), were more toward the neutral point after student teachmg
for both the expenmental and control groups,

The experimental group mean, after student teaching, decreased in value implying
that this group felt more. positive on the potency factor toward “my first year of
teachmg” (10), than did the control group. The control group, while close to the neutral
pomt changed closer to the neutral point after student teaching.

Again, to test the hypothesis to ascertain if the students ranked these ten concepts
in a similat manner, with respect to the potency factor, the following table was utilized.

To determine the value of U for the Mann-W}utney formula, the followmg procedure
" has been 1llustrated :

- +»n1 (nl +1)
nl nz » 2

u "Ry

(10) (10) + =22 - 146

=9
" For determining U! the following method was used:
Ul=nynp-U

100 -9

= 91

_ Therefore, the smaller value of U and Ul (U = 9) was used-tﬁ test the null
hypothesis, or to find if a significant difference did exist in the ranking of these means
between the experimental and control groups.

 The obtained value of nine did fall in the critical region, therefore, it would seem
plausible that there was a significant difference in the manner in which the two groups
tended to evaluate these concepts after their student teaching experience. From
inspection of the table it can readily be observed that the experimental group, in general,

held all concepts closer to the neutral position than did the. control group on the potency
factor.

To mvestlgate the differences between the means for the ten selected concepts, the
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs SlgnedoRanks test was computed. Table 12, page 39, shows the

mean values for both groups, for the .ten concepts, along w1th then' differences (d) and
the assigned ranks

B - .
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Table 12

F
N . Post Experimental and Control Mean Values and
| L Rank Values on the Potency Dimension

Cohcebt_ E mean Rank C mean Rank
Myself as a L : : . ,
. teacher - 4.85 12 3.42 1
~ Classroom L -
bookkeeping - 5.74 20 4.55 n
Supervising - ' . o
~ teacher - 4.87 13 ' 3.93- . 6
Methods of = - ' - R
teaching . . 5.10 16 3.46 3
Supervisor's : | |
visit : 5.19 17 - 3.85 12
 Relationship = . | '
- with parents. .~ 5.25 . 18 _ 3.98 . 7
: Disciplihe o ) -
. problems - ' 4.91 14 4.12 8
Student o S - -
teaching o 5.50 .19 4.30 9
L Pupils 4.94 15 3.8 4
E My first year o k
of. teaching - 3.45 ' 2 - 4.36 10
Ry = 146 B . Ry =71
39
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rTable 13

_ Posf Experimental and Control Mean Values and
- their Differences on the Potency Factor

Rank with
' , : "~ Rank less frequent
Concept E mean C mean d -of d sign
-Myself as a _ '
- teacher - 4.85 3.42 1.43 ' 9
Classroom | ' '
bookkeeping ~5.74 4.55 1.19 -5
Supervising C | ' , . }
teacher - 4.87 3.93 -0.94 - 3
Methods of - B - -
~ teaching - 5.10 3.46 1.64 10
SﬁperVisor's ' _
visit . - 5.19 3.85° 1.34 - 8
Relationship g :_ ‘
~ with parents™ . 5.25 3.98 1.27 7
I viscipline S |
o ‘problems 4.9] 4.12 0.79 1
Student _“
teaching - 5,50 4.30 1.20 6
Pupils . 494 . 3.84 1.10 4
"My first year | | | | ' ;
of teaching ~ '3.45 4.36 -0.91 -2 2
b T=2
4Q

8
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‘Since a T-value of less than or equal to three (T £3) was nceded to reject the null
hypothesis, Hy would be rejected for the potency factor, at the .01 level of significance.

It would be concluded that the experimental group was affected with respect to the
potency factor of these ten concepts. | :

For the activity factor of the semantic differential, Table 14, page 42, has been
summarized. Upon inspection of these mean values it can be observed that the
experimental and control group means, after student teaching, were decreased (indicating

- stronger . positive feeling andfor attitudes relative to the activity dimension on the
following concepts:

myself as a teacher
supervising teacher
supervisor’s visit
student teaching

6. ry first year of teaching

= A o

‘-ﬂDisciplin.e problems (7) and pupils (9) were two concepts where both groups were
less positive after their student teaching experiences. : '

" For the concepts, classroom bookkeeping (2) and relationship with parents (6) the
control group held more positive evaluations after their student teaching, whereas the
experimental group were less positive after their student teaching.

With respect to the fourth concept, methods of teaching (4), their was a large
increase toward the postitive end of the continuum (3.19 to 2.66) for the experimental -
group. The control group on this.concept remained about the same (3.25 to 3.30), or
showed a slight decrease in their evaluation of the concept. ’

The differences in mean values, or range, for each of these two groups were as
follows:

(1) Control group:
A. Pretest: »
397 -3.25=0.72
B. Posttest: .
447 - 2.78 = 1.69

(2) Experimental group:, -
A. Pretest: '
1392-281=111
B. _ Posttest: -
4,20 - 2.66 = 1.54

It can be generally observed that after their student teaching experience both groups
tended to show greater variation in their evaluation of the ten concepts. In fact, the

e
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Table 14

Semantic Differential Means (x) and Standard Deviations (s)
on the Activity Factor for Three Bipolar Adjectives

~January (Pre) October (Post)

: Experimental Control Experimental Control
Concept x S X s x S x S.
Myself as a - ,

teacher ~ 3.45 1.62 -3.38 1.89 3.03 1.75 3.06 1.47

Classroom _ - :
bookkeeping 2.31 .1.48 3.73 2.20 3.31 172 - 3.51 "2.m1

Supervising : o : '
teacher - 3.74 2.36 3.29 1.84 | 2.90 "1.92 2.78 1.97
Methods of : ' L ) '
~teaching 3.19 1.62 3.25 - 1.97 2.66 .1.48 3.30 2.01
~ Supervisor's | . . :
visit - 3.36  1.99 3.94 2.15 2.74 1.76 -~ 2.97 2.07
‘Relafionship : . | o o | . "
with parents 3.17 1.77 3.52 2.25 3.31 1. 3.11  1.97
" Discipline . o |
- problems 3.48 2.00 3.49 1.83 3.54 2.03 3.71  2.37
Student | ‘ N |
teaching - 3.56 2.17  3.54 1.90 3.28 '2.14 3.27 " 2.13
Pupils ~ 3.88 1.95  3.97 2.03  4.20 2.02  4.47 2.13

ily first year . . | | | o
. of teaching 3.92 1.92 3.90 1.93 - 3.20 - 1.57 3.65 1.9

42
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overall range for both groups (highest mean value and lowest mean value differences) was -

quite similar, showing increased variation with respect to the posttest.

In order that the hypothesis could be tested to find if students ranked these tch
concepts in a similar manner, the Mann-Whitney test was utilized for the posttest means

.only. The following table lists these mean values obtained for both groups, along with

their assigned rank values: S
Using the Mann-Whitney formula below:
' +1
nl n2 +f11—(n;-_) -

(10 (10) + L—M

U

.= 60

The value of U was determined in the following manner:
U = nl ngy - U-
=100 - 60

=40

The lower value of U (U = 40) was the test statistic used to test Hy..A U-value of
twenty-three or less would be nteded to reject the null hypothesis at ¢ ?ne .05 level of
significance, for a two-tailed test, it would be expected that there was no significant

difference between the two groups on thclr ranking of the ten concepts relative to the.

activity dxmcnsmn

Thc ‘Wilcoxon - Matchcd-Paxrs Signed-Ranks test was calculated for the activity factor.

In order to investigate the differences between the means for these ten concepts, the
following table was developed:

A T-value of less than or equal to 8 (T £ 8) would be needed to reject the null
hypothesis at the .05 level of significance. Since the obtained value of T = 9.5 was
greater than cight, it would be concluded that there was no significant difference between
the two groups mean differences for the activity factor.. Therefore, the simulation group
did not react significantly different to the control group for these ten concepts after their
student tcaching had been completed.

43
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z Post Experimental and Control Mean Values and ;
g Rank Values on the Activity Dimension '

~ Concept | " E mean _ Rank C mean Rank

Mysel f as a . ' . :
teacher _ 3.03 6 3.06 7

Classroom _ ' | | %
bookkeeping 3.31 13.5 3.51 15 _

Supervising . ' : . )
teacher _ A 290 " 4 - 2.78 3 ;

1 Hethods of . ' ’ 3
5 teaching 2.66 1 _ 3.30 12

Supervisor's ' - R :
~visit o 2.74 . 2 2.97 5

Relationship N o
with parents . 3.31 135 3.1 8

Discipline » , ‘
- problems 3.54 16 - 371 18

Stddent —_— : N }
teaching . B 3.28 v 11 3.27 10

Pupils - 4.20 19 4.47 20

!19 first year - -
- of teaching 3.20 9 3.65 17

Ry = 95 .0 Rp-115
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Table 16

Post Experimental and Control Mean,Valueé and
their Differences on the Activity Factor

45

53

' Rank with
‘ Rank less frequent
Concept E mean C mean d of d sign
. § . oy
Myself as a
teacher 3.03 3.06 -0.03 -2
Classroom _ :
_bookkeeping 3.31 3.51 -0.20 -5.5
'Supervising .
~ teacher. 2.90 2.78 0.12 3 3
Methods of =~ :
teaching 2.66 3.30 -0.64 -10
. Supervisor's
visit 2.74 2.97 -0.23 -7
Relationship : ’ .
with parents 3.31 3.1 0.20 5.5 5.5
Discipline -
problems 3.54 3.71 -0.17 -4
Student
teaching 3.28 3.27 0.01 1 1
Pupils §.20 4.47 -0.27 -8
' Hy first year ,
_of teaching 3.20 3.65 -0.35 -9
T =09.5
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'_Ilc Minncsota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI)

The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory, a 150 item standardized inventory,
published by the Psychologlcal Corporation, was.also uscd to test hypothesis three, as the
mvcntory measures changes in attitudes toward youth. In the MTAI there arc no “right”
or “wrong” answers. Scorc values arc obtained on the basis of agreement or dlsagrccmcnt
toward specific attitude statements. Although a misnomer in s~ _g and in order to
avoid confusion, “right” and “wrong” values are calculated. The . 'ual attitude score is
found by subtracting the “wrongs” scorc from the “rights” score. ;J

To test if a significant difference did cxist, i.c., student teachers who had simulated
experiences reported ‘more positive feclings toward students and toward concepts related
to the simulated problems than student teachers not having had simulated cxpcnence the
t-test was used.

Control Group Pre- Posttests

Since the sample size was reduced in the control group (pretest ny =27; posttest
ny =22), the ttest for correlated data could not be “used. In order to determine whether
the pooled variance or separate variance formula t-test was to be used, a check for the
homogencity of variance was made using Bartlett’s as indicated:

2
F="¢
821

where

2
S'g = greater variance, and, .

$°] = lesser variance

Since the ?eater variance was for the pretest (s2 = 678. 247) and the lesser variance

was 408.835 (s“ = 408.835) on the posttest, an F-ratiB of 1.65 was obtained. Since the F |

= 1.65 did not fall in the critical region, it would be concluded that the two samplcs i,

werc drawn from the same populations. With unequal sample sizes, the two variances

were considered homogeneous and the pooled variance t-test formula was used. The
degrees of freed sm used for this test was found by nq + n2 -2,0r27 +22-2=47.

The pooled variance formula is:

xl - X2 ' . v . . '. :
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~ where

Xy = mean of the first group (pretest control)
X, = mean of the sccond group (posttest control)

LX1 = sum of squares for the first group

Zx, = sum of squarcs for the sccond group

ny = sample size of first group
n, = sample size of sccond group

~ by substitution,
. 45.778-54.273
t= :
{ 25.12+18.58)(l+_1_
27 +22-2 /727 22
B - . t=-1,228

“ The following table Summarizes the t-test value found for the control group.

Table 17

_ t-Table for the Control Group Pre- and Posttest
.. Means on the MTAI

. Standard Mean
‘Group Number _ Deviation Values t
Pre Y 26.043 - 45.778 11228
Post 22 20.220 54.273

A twvaluc of -1.288 indicated that the mean for the second group was higher, but, in

cssence, there was no significant differece in positive feelings and attitudes after their
student teaching for the control group.
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Experimental Group Pre- Posttests

As the sample size was reduced in the experimental group, the t-test for correlated
data was not warranted. Again, the homogeneity of variance was calculated in order to
determine which t-test formula should be used. ' '

{ .
Using Bartlett’s test, it was found that the greater variance (s2 = 628.310) was in

the pre-test, while the lesser variance (s2 = 542.044) was found for the posttest. An
Fratio of 1.15 did not fall in the critical region, therefore, the pooled variance t-test
formula, previously discussed, was used with 46 degrees of freedom (26 + 22 - 2 = 46).

A summary for the t-test for the experimental pre- posttests is as follows:

Table 18

t-Table for the Experimental Group Pre- and Posttest
Means on the MTAI -

Standard Mean
Group Number Deviation - Values t
Pre 26 25.066 52.192 -1.082
Post 22 23.282  59.955

The t-ratio of -1,082 indicates that the cxperimental students did have more positive
feclings toward students and toward concepts related to the simulated problems, but not
significantly greater after their student teaching.

Experimental and Control Posttest

To test the null hypothesis that no significant differences existed between the

cxperimental and control after their student teaching, the pooled variance t-test formula -

was justified according to Bartlett’s test for homogeneity of variance. For this test, 42
degrees of freedom were used (df =n; + ny - 2, or 22 +22-2=42).

Table 19 summarizes the t-test for the experimental and control groups after student
teaching.
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Table 19

‘t-Table for the Experimental and Control Group Posttest
Means on the MTAI

Standard Mean
Group Number ‘ Deviation Values t
Control 22 20220 54273 -  -0.845
Experimental 22 23.282 59.955

While the mean value for the cxperimental group was higher, the t-test revealed
there was no significant difference between the cxperimental and control groups after
their student teaching. It would be concluded, then, that the simulation experiences had
no significantly greater affect on student teachers with respect to having more positive
feclings toward students and toward concepts related to the simulated problems than
those student teachers not having had simulated experiences according to the MTAL

49
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TEST OF HYPOTHESIS 4

As stated before, hypothesis four was structured to investigate if student tcachers
that had simulated experiences would report higher levels of confidence than thosc
student teachers that did not have simulated experiences. The Confidence Scale,

(Appendix D), developed by Cruickshank and Broadbent, was the instrument used to
collect the nccessary data.

However, as stated in the original proposal, the Lindquist Type VI Analysis of

Variance was not used as the statistical test because of the limited capacity of the KSTC .

computer. The t-test, along with the analysis of variance test, was processed by the KSTC
Computcr Services for each of the thirty-two statements.

For scoring on the Confidence Scale a value of one was given when respondents

indicated they felt very confident about the statement while confident, uncertain, and
very uncertain were assigned scores of two, three, and four, respectively,

To test this hypothesis, comparisons were made between the experimental and
control groups for both the pretest and posttest scores. In addition, pre- and posttest
scores were made for the experimental and control groups separately,

In the following table, the thirty-two statements on the Confidence Scale have bcen
listed, along with the mean values found for the experimental and control groups pretest
scores, as well as both t- and F- values.

Upon inspection it can be observed that statements twelve and fifteen showed a
significant difference in the mean values of the experimental group when compared to
the mean of the control group at the .01 level of significance. It would be concluded that
the control group (lower mean value indicating more confidence) felt more confident in

helping children with reading problems (12) and more confident toward integrating the
isolated, disliked child into classroom activities (15). | :

Two other charactcr{istics’,‘ items twenty-eight and thirty-two, showed a significant
difference in favor of the control group (lower mean value indicating greater confidence)
at the .05 level of significance. The control, at the outsct, felt more confident about

relating subjects meaningfully to children (28) and more confident that they would be
able to get students to do homework (32), *

Table 21, page  was developed to show the mean values, t- and F-values for both

the control and cxperimental groups after completing their student teaching experiences
(posttest). ' ' :

It can'be readily obscrved that there was no significant differences between the
experimental .and control groups in their degree of confidence after completing their
student tcaching., This would warrant that the null hypothesis be accepted, concluding
that simulation training did not affect student teachers in their confidence level.
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Table 20

Pretest t- and F-values Computed Between the Experimental
and Control Group eans for the Confidence Scale

r

Confidence Scale Statement B c C - F- P
("1 am confident that I . . . ") © mean mean value ratio

o

1. ... can reach parents I wish to
contact. . , 2.083 2.148 ~-0.389 0.152

2. ... can introduce a new topic v _
and obtain high interest. . 2.292 2.074 1.517 . 2.302

e arieen 4 o e bt ¢ o e

3. ces cﬁn help students with '
~ - destructive home situations. 2.625  2.519. 0.589  0.347

"4, ... can handle children's aggres-
sive behavior toward one another. 2.375 2.259 0.633 0.401

5. ... can be enthusiastic abdut : _ .
each subject that I will teach. 2.000 2.037 =-0,178 0.032

L el gerbe 2 My = s by S £

6. ... will not feel uncomforfable
about giving failing grades. 2.833 2.815 0.118 0.014

b e Pt o b b

7. ... can help students see the
relationsiips between undesirable

behavior and its consequences. 2.042 1.889 1.229 1.510
vg . 8. ... can cope with students who

are not willing to work. - 2.458 2.556 -0.635  0.402

9. ... can ihtefpret children's ' ‘
capabilities to parents. 2.208 2.259  -0.327 0.107

10. ... know how to discuss a chde's '
K achievement with his parent(s). 2.167 2.074 . 0.557  0.311

11. ... can differentiate instruction
among the slow, average, .and

gifted children in class. '2.458 2.296 0.913 0.835
12. ... can help children with : , ;
: - reading problems. 2.667 2.185 3.281* 10.766* i
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13.

14.

- 15.

7.

18.
19.

20.

22,

23.

24,

- 25.

. can be happy with routine
classroom bookkeeping.

. can involve pupils in
self-evaluation.

. can 1ntegrate'the isolated,

_-&is]iked child into classroom
activities,

16. . ...

can have a.good attitude -
toward grading papers.:

...-can evaluate my objectives.

. have the skills necessary to

: ﬁéve children maintain quiet

while working independently.

... can have work for some while
I work with other groups or
individuals.

. will be at ease when

' supervised

21,

. will be patient with my

_students.

.. know how to judge children's
progress in terms of my aims
and purposes

... can cope with the constant]y
disrupting child.

... know what to do with students
who finish early.

. can involve many children
in group discussions.

.e. CanN find‘reading materials
for readers one or two years
below grade level.

... can prepare classroom tests

that are valid..

... can relate subjects meaning-
fully to children.

.083

.250

.583

917

917
1

.208

.042
.083

.000

375

.625

- 2.167

2.208

2.125

2.292

12,333

89

2.037

2.259

2.037

1.593
2,222

1.926

1.815

2.963

1.741

© 2.259

2.593

1.926

- 2.074

2.333

2.037

0.267

-0.055

2.855%

1.888
-1.877

"-1.509

1.568

0.732

1.477

0.095

~0.252

2.304+

w

5.

07N

.003

.151*

.563 |
.523

277

.458
.537

181

.813

.009

064

309+
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29. ... can relate to parents that
their children have problems. . 2.500 2.482 0.086 0.003

30. ... can select instructional T
materials., 2.208 2.037 - 1.293 1.673

31. ... can interest parents in their ~
" children's behavior. 2.667 2.332 ° 1.801 3.243

'32. }.. can get students to do
homework. 2.583 2.259 2.241+ 5.022+

. *significant at .01 level
+significant at .05 level
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Table 21

Posttest t- and F-values Computed Between the Experimental
and Control Groups Means for the Confidence Scale

x“;l

Confidence Scale Statement. E c t- F-
("I am confident that I . . .") . mean mean - value ratio

1. ... can reach parents T wish to |
contact. - . 3.100 2.94 0.957 0.917

2. ces c;n 1ntroduce a new topic
and-obtain high interest. . - 3.000 3.235 -1.438 2.067

3. ... can help students with _ '
. destructive home situations, 2.810 2.4 1.840 3.386

4. ... can handle children's aggres- _
sive betavior toward one another. 3.000 3.000 0.000 0.000

5. ... can be enthusiastic about .
each subject that I will teach. 3.048  3.059 -0.066 0.004

6. ... will not feel uncomfortable .
about giving failing grades. 1.952  2.059 -0.567 0.322 5

7. ... can help students see the S , |
relationships between undesirable : i
behavior and its consequences. 3.095  3.000 0.627 0.393 o

8. ... can cope with students who '
are not willing to work. 2.762 2.824  -0.323 0.105

o

.. can 1interpret children's :
capabilities to parents. 2.952 2.882 0.33 - 0.113 |

« «.. know how to discuss a child's :
~achievement with his parent(s). 3.048 3.000 0.213 0.045

. can differentiate instruction
‘among the slow, average, &nd
gifted children in class. 3.191  3.000 0.963 0.927

... can help children with
reading problems. , , 2.905 2.882 0.121 0.015
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16,

20. ...
2l.

22.

TV e it e ea el

13.
14,

15.

17.
18.

19.

... Can be hapby with routine

“classroom bookkeeping.

. can 1nv61ve pupils 1n
self-evaluation.

... can integrate the isolated,
disliked child into classroom )
act1v1t1es..

... can have a good attitude
toward grading papers.

... can evaluate my objectives.

... have the skills necessary to
have children maintain quiet
while working independently.

... Can have work fer some while
I work with other groups or
individuals.

. will be at ease when
supervisedf\\\

. will be patient with my
students ' ‘ .

. know how to judge children's .

progress in terms of my aims
and purposes.

... Can cope with the constantly

.disrupting ehild.

... know what to do with students
who finish early.

. can 1nrolve many children
in group discussions.

. can find reading materials
for readers one or two years
below grade .level.

... Can prepare classroom tests
that are va id.

... can relate subjects meaning-
fully to children

3.143

3.095

2.762

3.143
3.048

2.905

3.238

2.952

3.143

3.000
2.810
3.095

3.095

" 3.095

2.810

3.191

. 3.235

2.941

2.765

3.353
2.882

3.000

3.353
-3.000

3.177

2.941

2.588

3.000.

3.118

3.177
2.765

3.118

-0.384

0.957

-0.013

-1.195
1.399

-0.510

-0.617
-0.201

-0.233

0.301
1.114
0.415

0.133

-0.396

0.193

0.507

0.147

0.917

0.000

1.428
1.959

0.260

0.382

- 0.041

0.054

0.090

1.240

0.172

0.018

0.186

0.037

0.256
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29. ... can relate to parents that

™a

their children have problems. 2.762  2.765 -0.012 0.000
30. ... can select instructional o

materials. 3.143 . 3.177 -0.186 - 0.035
31. ... can interest parents in their _

children's. behavior. - 2.810 2.706  0.581 0.337
32. ... can get students to do , - '

homework. - : 2.667 2.795 -0.252 0.063
-*significant at .01 level
+significant at .05 level
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In addition to comparisons made on the pre- .and posttest scores between the
experimental and control groups, comparisons were also made between the pre- and
_ posttests for the experimental group and the control group separately, The mean values,
along with the t- and F-values are shown in Table 22 (pre- posttest for control group)
and Table 23 (pre- and posttest for experimental group).

Table 24 has been developed to show the comparisons between the two groups with
respect to the significant differences indicated by the two previous tables. Column I
indicates the characteristics, while Column II (C = control; E = experimental) indicates the
group that was significantly less confident after student teaching and Column III indicates
the group that was more confident about the characteristic after student teaching. The
level of significance .is indicated in Column IV, In Columns II and III, an E or C will
mean there was a significant difference between the pre- and posttest means at the level
-of significance indicated in Column IV.

It might be readily observed that both groups felt less confident on nearly every

characteristic after their actual student teaching. There was no significant difference

- between- the pre- and posttest means for both the control and experimental groups on
items 3, 8, 20, 23, 29, and 21. The control group showed a significant difference on item

12 and 32, while the experimental group showed no significant difference between their
pretest and posttest means on these two items.

-t

One characteristic, ... not feel uncomfortable about giving failing gxaﬂes,” out of

the thirtytwo indicated that both the experimental and control groups felt more

.confident after their student teaching. '
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Table 22

Control Group t- and F-values Computed for Pre- and
Posttest Means on the Confidence Scale

Confidence Scale Statement

Posttest

66

Pretest t- F-
("1 am confident that 1 . . .") - mean mean value ratio
‘1. ... can reach parents I wish ~
to contact. 2,148 2.941 5.161* 26.625*
Y 2. ... can introduce a new topic |
and obtain high interest. | 2.074 3.235 8.143* 66.289*
3. ... can help students with . :
destructive home‘s1tuat1ons.' 2.519 2.477 -0.278 0.078
4. ... can handle children's aggres-
' sive behavior toward one another. 2.259 3.000 4.270% 18.235*
5. ...can be enthusiastic about A
each subject that I will teach. 2.037  3.089  4.375* 19.,138*
6. ... will not feel uncomfortable
about giving failing grades. 2.815 2.059 -4.768* 22.730*
7. . can help students see the
relationships between undesirable .
- behavior and its consequences. 1.889 3.000 7.900* 62.397*
8. ... can cope with students who
. are not willing to work. 2.556  2.824  1.547 2.395
9. ... can interpret children's .
capabilities to parents. 2.259 2.882 4.360* 19.006*
, 10. ... know how to discuss a child's |
achievement with his parent(s). 2.074 3.000 5.630* 31.692*
11. ... can differentiate instruction |
among the slow, average, and
gifted children in class. 2.296 3.000 3.508* 12.306*
12. ... can help children with | | 7
* reading problems. 2.185 2.882 4.241* 17.986*
58 '
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13.

1a.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

- 21,
22.
23.

24,

25,

26,

27.

28.

R

. can be happy with routine
classroom bookkeeping.

. can.involve pupils in
self—evaluation

... can integrate the 1solated,
disliked child into classroom
activities.

. can have a good attitude
toward grading papers. °

... can evaluate my objectives.

... have the skills necessary to
have children maintain quiet
while working independently.

. can have work for some while
I work with other groups or
individuals.

. will be at ease when
supervised, .-

«os Will be patient with my
students.

»++ know how to judge children's
progress in terms of my aims
and -purposes.

... Can cope wifh the constantly
disrupting child.

«+s know what to deo with students .

who finish early.

. can involve many children

. in group discussions.

... can find reading materials
for readers one or two. years
below grade level.

.+ Can prepare classroom tests
that are valid.

. can relate subjects meaning-

-%ﬁlly to children.

2.037

2.259

2.037

1.593
2,222

1.926

1.815
2.963

1.741

2.259
2.593

1.926

" 2.074

2.111
2.333

2.037
59

3.235

2.941

2.765

3.353
2.882

3.000

3.353 -

3.000

'3.177

2.941

2.588

3,000

3.118

2.765

3.118

5.606*

4.099*

3.588*

9.098*
3.638*

5.046*

3.618*

0.188

7.596*

3.798*
'0 . 02]
5.321*

. 7.043*

5.387*

2.186+

7.656*

o

31

16.
12.

82.
13.

24

74.

28

49

29

4.

58.

.421*

803*

873*

782*
230*

459%

270%

.035

.681*

J424*
001
317

.610*

.020*

779+

621*
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29. ... can relate to parents that : :
- their children have pr‘oblems._ T 2.482  2.765 1.215 1.477

30. ... can select instructional |
materials. - _ .2.037 3.177 7.766* 60,301* T

31, ..; can interest parents in their .
children's behavior. 2.333 2.706 1.979 3.916

32. ... can get students to do

homework. 2.259 2,706  2.856*  8.157%

«significant at .01 level _ |
-+significant at .05 level , . . ' ;

AR P AT RAD L 2 et W st e B T S AR i

60




P ———mems i pet e

Table 23
Experimental Grdup t? and F-va]ues Computed for Pre- and
Posttest Means on the Confidence Scale
Confidence Scale Statement Pretest Posttest t- F-
("I am ;onfident that I'. . .") mean  mean value ratio
1. ... can reach parents I wish S
to contact. 2,083 3.095 5.615% 31.524*
2. ... can introduce a new topic ) - :
and obtain high interest. 2.292 3.000 4.138*  18.645*
‘3. ... can help students with’
. destructive home situations. 2.625 2.810 - 0.932 0.869
4, . can hand]e‘chiidren's aggres- o '
~sive behavior toward one another. 2.375 3.000  3.716% - 13.806*
5. ... can be entnusfastic about | - .
, each subject that I will teach. 2.000. 3.048° 6.388* 40.810*
6. ... Will not feel uncomfortable ‘
about giving failing grades. 2.833 1.952  -4.,790* 22.953*
7. ... can help students see the - |
relationships between undesirable ' , :
behavior and its consequences. 2.042  3.095 7.808* 60.972*
8. ... 'can cope with students who . \
~ are not willing to work. 2.458 -2.762  1.796 . 3.224
9. ... can interpret children's .
capabilities to parents. . ‘ 2.208 2.952 3.571* 12.750%
10. ... know how to discuss a child's |
"~ achievement with his parent(s). 2.167 3.048  4.095* 16.770%
11. . can'dffferentiate instruction -
among-the slow, average, and _
gifted children in class. 2.458  3.191 4.122*  16.988*
12. ... can help children with S :
c reading problems. 2,667 = 2.905 . 1.44] 2.078
- 61 '
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27.
- - that are valid.

28.

13.

‘]4.

15,

16.

17.

-18.

19,

20.

21.

» 23. ‘
’ 24-
.‘25.

26.

... can be happy with routine
classroom bookkeeping.

... can involve pupils in
sel f-evaluation.

... can integrate the isolated,
disliked child into classroom
activities.

... can have a‘good attitude
toward grading papers.

. can evaluate my objectives.
... have the skills necessary to
haye children maintain quiet
while working independently.

... can have work for some while
I work. with other groups or
individuals.

... will be at ease when
supervised

.. Will be patient with my

.‘students.

22.‘ LN )

know how to judge children's
progress in terms of my aims
and purposes:

.++ Can.cope with the constantly
disrupting child. :

. know what to_dq with.students

-who finish early.

... can involve many children
in group discussions.

... can find reading materials
for readers one or two years
below grade level.

... Canr prepare classroom tests

... can relate. subjgcts meaning-

fully to children.

2.083

2.250

2.583

1.917
1.917

2,208

2.042

3.083

2.000

2.375
2.625
2.167

2.208

2.125

2.292

2.333
62

0

3.143

- 3.095

2.762

3.143
3.048

2.905

. 3.238

3.952

3.143

3.000

2.810

3.095

3.095 -

3.095
2.810

3.191

5.420*

- 4,903*

0.884

7.640*
9.527*

4119

8.001*

-0.663

7.714%

3.267%

0.986
5.236*%

5.246*

6.591*

2.664+

6.425*

29.376%

24.043%

0.782

58, 370*
90.782*

16.965*

" 64.026*

0.440

59.414%

10.673*

0.972

" 27.420%

27.514%

43.442%

7.097+

41.288*
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29,
30,
31,

32'

... can relate to parents that
“their children have problems.

... can select instructional

‘materials.

... can interest parents in their
children's behavior.

... Can get students to dd
homework. - ‘

2.500

2.208

2.667

.2'583

2.762
3.143
2.810

2.667

1.178

5.794*

0.770

0.565

1.388

. 33.567*

0.593

0.319

*significant at .01 level
~+significant at .05 ‘level
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Table 24

A Summary of the Confidence Scale Mean Values (Pre- Post)
for Both Groups After Student Teaching Experience

I

Characteristic :
("I am confident that I ... .") -

I1
Less

Il IV
More Level of

confident ')confident significance

1.

10.

11.

12.

. can re&ch parents I wish
to contact.

... Can_ introduce a‘new topic
and obtain high interest.

. can help students with

'&éstructive home situations.

. can handle children's aggres-

- sive behavior toward one another.

... Can be enthdsiastié about
each subject that I will teach.

<oo Will not feel uncomfortable
abqut'giving failing grades.

. can help students see the
relationships between undesirable

- behavior and its consequences.

cee can.cdpe with studehts who
are not willing to work.. ..

..+ can interpret children's
capabilities to parents. .

... know how to discuss a child's
achievement with his parents(s).

. can differentiate instruction
among the slow, average, and
gifted: children in class.

.. can help children with

;eading problems. .

- C,E
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C,E

C,E

C,E

C,E

C,E

C,E.

C,E

o

o
.01
NS

o
.01

C,E - 01

.01
NS
.01

.01

.01

.01




- 13.
14,

15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

2.
23.
24,

'25.
26.

27.

28.

.. can be happy with routine
classroom bookkeeping.

can involve pupils 1in

‘ sel f-evaluation.

... can integrate the isolated,
disliked child into classroom
activities.

.. Can have a good attitude
toward grading papers.

.. can evaluate my objectives

. have the skills necessary’ to

“have children maintain qufiet

while working independently.
. can have work for some while

I' work with other groups or
i ndividuals

. will be at ease when
supervised

. will be patient with my

students .

. know how to judge children's

.;.)rogv"es's in terms of my aims

and purposes.

... can cope with the constantly

disrupting child.
———

. ‘know what to do with students |
who finish early..

. can involve many children
in group discussions

. can find reading materials
for readers one or two years

‘below grade 'leve'l

... can prepare classroom tests
that are valid.

eee CAN reiate subject meaning- |
fully to children.

_’. R
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C,E

C,E

C,E

C,E
C,E

C,E

C,E

C,E

C,E

C,E

C,E

C,E

CE

Ty

.01

.01

.01
.01
.01

.01

.01
NS

.01

.01
NS
01

.01
.01
.05

.01
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2.

30.

3.

32.

... can relate to parents that
thei_r children have problems.

caﬁ select instructional
materials. .

... interest barents in their
children's behavior.

“«s. Can get students to do
- homework.

C,E

c

NS not sign‘lficant between the pre- and posttest means
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TEST OF HYPOTHESIS 5

Assumed 50% Responsibility Card - (Appendix E) "~

For hypothesis five, the Assumed 50% Responsibility Card was used. As stated in
the proposal, student teachers having had simulated experiences will be able to assume
50% responsibility for student teaching sooner than will those students not experiencing
simulation training. The .t-test was uscd to test for a significant difference between the
means for Ss and Cs with respect to the total number of days reported by the supervising
teacher. '

. The following table summarizes the t-test value found for the experimental and
control groups.
Table 25

t-Table for the Experimental and Control Group Means
on the Assumed 50% Responsibility Card

, Standard " Mean
_ Group Number Deviation © . Values t
Experimental 21 553 15524 0.706
Control g 23 6.356 " 16.826

Student Teaching Questionnaire (Appendix F)

In addition to the Assumed 50% Responsibility Card, the KSTC Education
Dcpartment asks the cooperating teacher to complete a simple Student Teaching
Questionnaire;, A t-test was calculated to test if a significant difference existed between

“the mean values for the cxperimental and control groups on the following three questions

of this instrument. : /

Question 1. Compare this student teacher with all other students with whom you
have associated. How. would you rank this student teacher as regards the student’s

self-esteem or self-confidence?

Least : ' ) f‘ .‘ Most
Self-confident <1 273" 4 5 6 7 Selfconfident

. 4,0

3



The following t-table summarizes the findings as related to Question 1

Tablc 26

t-Table for the Experimental and Control Group Means on Question No. 1.
of the KSTC Student Teaching Questionnaire

‘ Standard - © Mean :
Group . Number Deviation ‘Values t
Experimental . 1350 . 5.714 . 0.421

Control 23 1.034 5.870 e

Since the t-value of 0.421 does not fall in the critical region the null hypothesis
would be accepted. The cooperating teachers did not see the simulation training group as
more confident than the student teachers that did not receive the simulation training.

Question 2. How successful was the student teacher in establishing an

appropriately warm, working relationship with the children?

Totally unable ) o ~ Good relationship
to relate to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 with

| _children ' . children

Again, the t-test was calculated to test if there was a significant difference between
the experimental and control group means as evaluated by the cooperating teachers. A
summary of the t-test has been tabled below: S

B - ‘ Table 27

t-Table for the Experimental and Control Group Means on Question No. 2
‘ of the KSTC Student Teaching Questionnaire

-Standard ~ Mean

- Group ‘  Number " Deviation ~ Values t
Experimental 21 1109 6.095 0.808
Control 23 0.914 6.348

8 16
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A tvalue of 0.808 would indicate that the cooperating teachers did not significantly
rate the experimental and control group student teachers differently with respect to
Question 2 on the KSTC Student Teaching Questionnaire. Therefore, the null hypothesis
was accepted. .

Question 3. Subjectively speaking, would you want this person to become your
child’s teacher? .

Absolutely not 1 2 3 4 5.6 7 Very much

Calculation of the t-test was made to test if a significant difference existed between

the experimental and control group means as rated by the cooperating teachers. The
t-test summary is as follows: ' : ‘
Table 28 : * 3

t-Table for the Experimental and Control Group Means on Question No. 3
of the KSTC Student Teaching Questionnaire '

L =

T S U S, L TP R

Standard , Mean

Group _ Number Deviation Values t
~ Experimental 21 . 1.540 - - -5.762 -0.045
Control 23 11700 5.739

Since a t-value of -0.045 did not fall in the critical region the null hypothesis was
accepted. It would be concluded then that the cooperating teachers tended to rate both

- the experimental student teachers (simulation training) and the control student teachers

(no simulation training) the same with respect to Question 3 on the KSTC Student
Teaching Questionnaire. - : :
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CONCLUSIONS

As previously stated, the purpose of this study was to further evaluate the
Cruickshank, Broadbent, and Bubb materials using a changed role for the instructor and
an extended period of simulation training to answer the question: Does exposure to
simulated critical teaching problems have any observable effect on attitudes and student
teaching behavior of prospective elementary teachers. :

The conclusions have been discussed for each of the five original hypotheses in :he
following section. : : o '

Hypothesis 1
Student teachers having had simulated experiences in which they encounter, analyze

and attempt to solve critical teaching problems will experiénce fewer such problems than
will student teachers not having had simulated experiences in solving such problems.

The Pcrcelved Problems Inventory (Appendix A), as developed by Cruickshank and |

Broadbent, was used to test this hypothesis.

Both the control and experimental groups perceived fewer of the 117 identified
problems to be problems after their student teaching experiences, yet, there was no

significant difference in the average number of problems reported between these two
groups (Table 1). : -

There was a significant difference between the experimental and control groups on

seven items of the 117 perceived problems on the pretest measures according to

Chi-square. Those seven items have been identified below:

| 25. Ordering, securing, and accounting for supplies and-equipment.
42. Not knowing how to deal with reading problems. |
46. Knowing how to ixold student conferences.
65. Having. difficulty preparing lesson plans. |
74. Helping a student with a destructive home situation. |

* 88. Parents cqmplaining'ab_ou; homework assignments. |
93. Having difficulty with Qﬁtteh communication.

After the student teaching experience in the fall of 1971, it was found that out of
the 117 perceived problems there was a significant difference between the experimental
and control groups on only five items. The five items where significant differences were

found according to the Chi-square test were: 7 8
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6. Explaining my grading system to chiidren.
10. Involving many of the children in group discussions.
14. Collecting anecdotal background information about students.
25. Ordering, securing, and accounting for supplies and equipment.

52. Feeling unpopular as.a teacher.

... Of interest was the one item (25) which still showed a significant difference between
the two groups on the pre- and posttest.

In conclusion, acceptance of the null hypothesis would seem most tenable and it
would be concluded that there was, in essence, no real significant difference between the
experimental and control groups according to the Perceived Problems Inventory. .

<

Hypothesis 2

The general student teaching performance of the student teachers having had

simulated experiences will receive higher ratings on general teaching performance than -

will the student teachers not having had simulated experiences.

To test this hypothesis, the Instrument for Analysis of Science Teaching (Appendix
B), designed by. the University of Texas, was utlized. In analyzing this intrument it was
found that no significant differences did exist between the experimental and control

_groups with respect to the obtained I/D ratio values and percent. of time spent on the -

various behaviors. . '

From the analysis of this data it would be concluded that no significant differences

existed and the students having had the simulated training background did not perform
differently from the student teachers wo did not receive the simulated training.

Hypothesis 3

Student teachers having had simulated experiences will report more positive feelings

toward students and toward concepts related to the simulated problems than will the

student teachers not having had simulated experiences.

Two instruments, the Semantic Differential (Appendix' C)"and the Minnesota
Teacher Attitude’ Inventory were used to test this null hypothesis. - :

With respect to the semantic differential, it was found that while no significant .

differences existed between the experimental and control groups, there was a general
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increase 'in more favorable attitudes toward the eleven selected concepts after their
student teaching was completed.

To anaﬁl,yze the data for the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory, the t-test was
used to test for a significant difference between the mean values obtained on the pre-
posttest scores for both the experimental and control groups.

In each of the tests calculated, it ‘was found that no t-value fell withih the critical
region. Therefore, it would be most tenable to conclude that there was no significant
differences between the simulated trained student teachers and the student teachers that

- did not receive the simulation’training as measured by this instrument (MTAI).

Hzgothesis 4 |

Student teachers having had simulated experiences will report higher levels of
confidence than will those student teachers not having had simulated experiences was the
instrument used to test this null hypothesis. ’

From the analysis of the data, using both the t-test and F-ratio, it was found that
no significant differences existed between the control and experimental groups. The null
hypothesis was accepted, concluding that the simulation experience had no significant
effect on student teachers with respect to their levels of confidence. :

Hzgothesis 5

Student teachers having simulated epxeriences will be able to assume 50%

responsibility for student teaching sooner than will those student not experiencing .

simulation training,

As a result of the t-test, it was found that no significant differences existed between
the experimental (simulation training) and the control (non-simulation training) groups

with respect to the time the student teachers accepted 50% responsibility of the
classroom. '

In addition, using the XSTC Student Teaching Questionnaire, it was also found that
the cooperating teachers did not differ significantly between the experimental and control
groups. Therefore, it was concluded that the simulation training experience did not have

- any effect on the student teacher as compared to the control group.

Summgz

In summary and conclusion, it would be most tenable to conclude that exposure to
simulated critical problems had any observable effect in attitudes and student teaching

72

80

e S e e 4 toih e AT S

Nt NS | A e b e e <

PSRN

\

TR U L S
R T AR I ) DS




behavior of prospective elementary teachers. It was also concluded that extending the
period of simulation training and changing the role of the instructor did not produce
significant differences in the effectiveness of the simulation materials.
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Perceived Problems Inventory

e

e eind i e 3t va ey et i I A AN et £ a Do e T

SR}

fo

B M 3 AR s b 1 v 70 e A A E L Bm S8 s g o

A UL




-' m B e e w4 fren s e by s fen "... fema e a Bt an 4 e e mimerthe MM e mimemanos mae e ams cma s % 4 et et e ate e s e w o A - . e s e b L T M
~ Appendix A T "
3 _
3 Perceived Problems Inventp/
¥ Name: ‘ IR Date: Section: (
o The following problems have been reported by first year teachers. Some of them may be ' a

S problems that you feel you might have also. Please read each item carefully. ‘ : i
If you. think this will be a serious ,ongoiﬁg problem: Place an X under 1.
If you think this will be a moderate problem: Place an X under 2.
If you think this will be a minor problem: Place an X under 3. :
If you think this will be no problem at all: Place an X under 4. §
: 5 5 8 s
¢28 «88 « S &9
52 “E& "#8 &
Example o 1 2 3 4
! ~ Feeling insecure in teaching spelling.' X
List of Reported Problems
1. Having children follow routines for entering
and leaving the classroom when coming from - N
home or leaving for home. R
2 ,Laéking 'enthu_siasm'for_a subject.
3,  Needi h;:lp in, seleéting -instructional
~ materials, . ’ B
4. Working out a daily sché@uie. . L
5. Discussing  with  parents - their children’s =
6.~ Explaining my grading system to children. .
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.14,

15.

22,

24,

10.
11.

12.

16.”

17.
18,

19,
20.

- 21,

.’ Students not respecting me. -

Having students see relationship between
undesirable behavior and the consequences.

Not really liking kids.

Managing the_.-distribution and collection of

materials, paper, milk, etc. - :

Involving many of the children in groﬁp

discussions.

Finding films and Slmstrips related to the area

being studied.
Getting students to do homework.
Criticized by pa'rénts.

about students.

Collecting anecdotal background information

Mamtauung order dunng field trips.

Unhappy teaching in lower socio-economic

trict. o
Kéeping_pupil attendafice records accurately,

Not knowing y ﬁvhat‘to do with students who
finish early; = - '

‘Finding out about’ radio and T.V. programs
related to daily classwork of my children.

_Planning a.n_d:exécu'ting useful field trips.
. Botherefi by parents telethning,

“Not knbwing how vto‘ evaluate my objectives,

. Dis.tu.t:bed by school ::égqla;ions." .

serious

problem-

—t

) m:derate
problem

w minor

_ problem

no
+ problem

\
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25.
26
. Integrating A-V materials into the lessons.
28.
29.

31.
. independently.

. Feelings of insecurity.

. Managmg the transition from one activity or
. Relatmg the subject meamngfully to chlldren

readers one or more years below grade level.

36.

37. '
~ they will provide mformatlon candldlv and »

38.

- 39.
~ children into group activities.
40. My.feel_mgs being hurt by criticism.
L an’ orderly procedure for cluldxen to
' hang u “5: - : ,

o
b
3.5 g.g 3§
«-g‘é «'8"§ o E"S
e, E8 &
1 2 3

Ordermg, securing, and accounting for supplies
and equipment.

no
+ problem

Too much stress on grades for motivation.

Working out details of assembly programs.

Talking with parents I wish to contact.

. Judging children’ s progress in'terms of 1 my aims
_ and- purposes.

Haying children maintain qmet while working

subject to another.

. Finding appropriate reading materials for

Fmdmg out. what content 1 am supposed to
cover in my grade

Estabhshmg a rapport with parents -'so that

wit out em arrassment

Feelmg uncomfortable about glvmg fallmg
grades.

Fmdmg ways to_ integrate isolated, disliked

eir wraps

e




45.
] ) . . 470

48.
49.

50.

51.

52.
53.
54,

56.

58,

42.

55,

57..

Not knowing how to deal with reading
problems.

. Being unable to complete a lesson.

44,

Helping parents “understand  the reporting
system of ‘my school.

Involvmg puplls in self—evaluatxon

. Knowmg how to hold student conferences :

Unhappy about teachmg at this present grade

level. .
&

Unhappy with routine classroom bookkeeping.
Being afraid to teach controversial subjects.

Having work for some children while T am
working with other groups or individuals.

Drfﬁculty in rdentlfymg those who need .
- remedial help. _ .

Feeling unpopular as a teacher.
Not wanting a certain student in my class. a

Formularing questions that provoke discussion.

Needmg to know how to organize a uit of -

work

Identlfymg chrldren in need of psychologlcal- o

testing or counseling.

Havu’rg difﬁculty with‘g,rouping

: Haw:fs activities ready - for chlldren s rest-trme

pen

a
serious
problem: 1

[y

a
moderate
. problem

a
minor

problem
no
+  problem

N
[#3)

[LNv
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50
60.
61.

62.

- 63.
64.

65.
66.
67.

68.
69,
. 70.

71.

72,
7.

74,

75. -

T, valid,

76, Hand.lmg chlldten s aggresswe behavxor toward_‘

Bothered by frustration in my personal life.
Not really knowing how to teach.
Unhappy about teaching slow leamers

Difficulties with organizing supplies and
materials.

Introducing a new topic and obtaining h:gh

interest.

Obtaining the materials for makmg my own
teaching matenals, e.g., contruction paper.

Having difficulty preparing esson plans.

Conducting an interview with a parent.

_Havxng trouble 1nterpteting children’s

capabilities to parents

Handling cliques in the classroom.”

_ Not being accepted by my eolleagues

Handling children in pasamg in hall from room

to room

leferentlanng instruction among the slow,

average and glfted children in class

Construcnng bulletm boards

Flndlng out what the ob_]ectxves of education
are for my grade. ' :

Helpmg a student w1th a- destructive home'
sntuat!on . o

-Bemg.able to prepare' classroom tests:that are

~ one another

= serious
problem
.
& moderate
problem
a
W minor .
problem
no
problem

-




- 90.

91.
92.
93.

77.
78.

79.
80.
81.
" 82.
'83.
84.
85.-
86.
. 87.
8s.

- 89.

Feelings of inferiority.

Orgamzmg procedures for moving as a class
from place to place

Students not wﬂhng to work.

Finding materra]s with which to prepare simple
science demonstrations.

Lacking understanding of my subject(s).

Expliining my techniques of teaching to

parents.

Interpreting the results of standardized tests.

Handlirrg children who. waste school materials.

Being unpatrent with my students.

._.Teachihg in an area for wluch I am

unprepared.

Unable to operate A~V equipment.

Parents complammg about . homework

assrgnments

Gettmg parents to take an interest in thelr
' cluldren s behavior. :

“Telling parents that .their children  have
problems S T

-

Handlmg the constantly drsruptmg child.

Bemg able to tolerate student errors.

Havmg dxfﬁculty wnh written commumcatton

problem
o
moderate

a
serious
. problem

[y
[\

a

minor

problem

(8%

. no
& problem

8
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94,
L ‘ 95,

96.
97.

99.

100.

“101.

102.
- 103,
104,

105.

167;

~'110.

98.

106.

108,

Finding out about community resources that
I can use in my teaching.

Finding out what <content children in my
class covered last year.

| Being troubled by parental complaihts. .

' Using test results and anecdotal information
in working with individual chlld.ren

Needmg more understandmg of student
beha\nor ' ,

Being unable to adjust to certain ethnic

. groups.

Using the committee method with .ehild.ren.

- Not understanding the value of 2 planbook.

Enlisting parent aid for activities such as
trips, making costumes for a play, or class

. mother.

Bemg required to grade on a curve.

Workihg- w1th overly dependent children.

. Bothered by feelings of loneliness.

Havihg dlfficulty wifh oral - communication.

. --._Dlanmng segments of work for a week or

V‘Havmg a dxstaste for gxadmg papers

Bemg afraud of some of my students. -

. "_Bnght_ s}tudents’mza_k_e_ me feel ,uncomfortable.

A [ s -

— serious

problem

. a
v moderate
problem

w minor

problem

no -
problem
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1 2 3 4
111.  Unable to maintain pupil interest. ' ) : :
112. Lacking"’ knowhow for pupil-teacher ‘
planning. ’ |
113." . Having trouble controlling class. E
.114. Inability to keep up Aprofessvziona]ly in my' ,
. ' field. A ’
| 115. Not being prebared to .teach under newer | ;

instructional organization (e.g., team

teaching).
116. Having difficulty organizing my work.

117.  Feeling nervous when supervised.
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APPENDIX B

Instrument for the Analysis of Science Teach




Appendix B

: INSTRUMENT FOR THE ANALYSIS OF SCIENCE TEACHING
- g (IAST), VERSION TWO
Descnptlon of the Categones

1 Teacher accepts feelings: Teacher recognizes and 1dent1ﬁes with feeling
‘of students, is empathetic, non-evaluative, encourages student or jokes.to
relieve tension.

2 Teachet praises: - Teacher makes a positive value judgment.

3R Teacher restates or restructures student statement: A verbal or written
restatzment, including summary on the board.

3Q  Teacher questions student statement for clarification: Teacher asks
student to restructure his statement. '

3S = Teacher gives non-evaluative confirmation: Teacher makes short response
in acceptance of student’s ideas w1th no value Judgrnent, no expansmn or
clarification. Examples: “yes,” “no,” “OK.” ’

Teacher a& closed question:* Teacher asks a narrow, specific, channeled
question requiring a specific student response. Simple or complex skills are

applied to a convergent, memoratlve or cognitive situation.

LA

TEACHER BEHAVIORS

8

40  Teacher asks open question: Teacher asks broad," “chink question,
' providing space for student to be original in his response.

5P Teacher gives procedural directions: - Teacher tells student(s) how to do
substantive behavmrs This requires an unmedxate response.

" 5M"  Teacher gives managgnal directions; - Teacher gives duecnons not dealmg
2 directly with. lesson content. Ex: mples: “Open the door,” “Go to the
board ” "I‘ake your seats.” ‘ :

6L . Teacher initiates new mformatlon (substanitive): Teacher lectures, - -
.provules facts, performs calculations, etc. Wntmg new information on the

'TEACHER BEHAVIORS

board is mcluded
R 6P . eachet initiates bacl_sground or “review _information: Teacher gives -
ERRURE I e . information. from previous lesson or expenence Informatlon covered
SIAERTHEN . o 'earherlsrestated - :

B o 6R :Iggghg m mformatlon by readgg alou _Teacher reads aloud from
B - textbookorothersource o ST '

¢




TEACHER BEHAVIORS

STUDENT BEHAVIORS

~3

8D

8C

8L

9R

10SC

10PC

10PO.

‘1IN

120

12C

- or collects equipment, papers, etc., without speaking. -

Teacher_rejects or_criticizes students’s ideas or behavior: ‘i eacher uses

selfjustification and' disciplinary statements that may be critical in a
defensive manner, negative value responses to a student’s idea, or

establishment of authority.

Teacher demonstrates silently: Teacher condusts a demonstration before

the class without speaking.
*

Teachercontrolled silence: Teacher maintains silence after asking a
question and before recognizing a student to answer. This behavior is
sometimes slightly disciplinary, as in waiting for the attention of all the
students.

" Teacher silence while looking at notes: Teacher pauses to look at notes

or lesson plan. -

Teacher silence while handling equipment: Teacher prepares, distributes

Student closed statement: ‘Student makes statement that is cognitive,

memorative, or convergent in thought.

Stedent open statement: Student makes statement that is divergent or
evaluative in thought. :

Student reads aloud: Student reads aloud from textbook or other source.

Student asks substantive closed question: A precise, explicit question is
asked about the subject under a% cussion. Example: ‘How many ships did

Columb}'_ls have?”

Student _asks procedural closed question: A question about procedure is

asked which requires-‘an explicit answer. Example: “Should we use plain
notebook paper?” .

Student asks procedural open question: Students show enthusiasm or

pleasant surprise. Example: “Yippee!”

Student affective response, negative: Students show disdain or unpleasant
surprise. Example: *“Ugh! Not that again!”

Student_over silent activity: Students are invovled in lab activities or
manipulating materials. They may be raising their hands. - ‘

Internalized behavior such as silent reading

or thinking prior to verbal response. This behavior muse be purposeful.

N

qaQ L




3
g
(
v,
A

-

T ey g o F

SLERAWAEL L o ol b

g M- B A =12

el R R I I I

2 1
%126
>
% 12X
-]
B 13
%

14

Group overt activity:  Behavior of 120 type when students are
working together in groups. -

. “Greek chorus”: A simultaneous verbal response by several students.

. Division of student-to-student interaction: This category is a mark having

no time dimension. It is used when students are interacting with one
another to indicate when one student stops and another responds.

' Nonfunctional behavior: This behavior does not contribute to the goals
of the lesson and is usually disruptive. Examples: horseplay, loud talking,
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Aggendix C

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIALS
(Adjective Scales)

]

.The purpose -of this test is to measure the meaning of certain concepts by having the

concepts .judged against a series of descriptive scales. The results of this test are to be
used in a study of the nature: of “meaning” and will NOT affect your grade.

- Name:

(Last) (First)
Sex: (Male) : (Female’).‘_

At what school level are you preparing to teach? (check only one):

Kindergarten

St e ——

___ Primary (1st through 3rd)

‘ — Elementary (4th through 6th)

S tt———

—___ Junior High (7th through 9th)
Senior High School (10th through 12¢h)

—————

- DIRECTIONS- FOR MAKING SCALES

On each page of the booklet you will find a different concept to be judged and bencath
the concept a set of 16 rating scales. You are to rate the concept of each scale in order.
Make your judgments on the basis- of what these concepts mean to you. There are no
right or wrong answers; all that is requested is your rating on each scale.

 IMPORTANT

1. Place your check marks in the middle of the spaces, not on the boundaries.
Not this — X But this: == " _x_ :

2. Never put more than-one check mark on a single scale.

3. Be sure to check every scale for every concept;

™
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Here is how you are to use the scales:

If you feel that the concept at the top of each page is very closely related to one end of
a scale, you should place your check mark as follows: -

fair X: unfair

fair (°r2 : X urifair

- If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one or the other end of a icale

(but not extremely), you should place your check mark as follows:
weak

strong __;X: : ‘ ‘
X; weak e

strong __ i .1 2 x:or_): H

If the concept seems glightly related to one side as opposed to the other side, then place

“your check mark as follows: -
active __; ;X ieri. passive

(i _:__ passive

active :(or? ;3

If the concept seems only somewhat related to one side as opposed to the other side (but

is not really neutral), then place your check mark as follows:

bright _: : :X: dull

Renn vl c.

If you consider the concept to be neu&al‘pn the scale, or if the scale is 'comg. letcly
irrelevant to the concept: being judged, then place your check mark as follows:
safe _; ;. . X : ; ; dangerous -
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attractive

MYSELF AS A TEACHER

unattractive
chaotic _ordered
heavy light
interesting s duil
formal : informal
simple _complex
'poised  excitable
happy s sad
understanding impatient
clear : vague -
good bad o
;onfident uncertain
active : passive =
dirty___: .t clean
skillful L : inept
strong : weak

93
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attractive

PAT TAYLOR

unattractive

urderstanding

impatient

" good

: . bad

simple

complex

active

passive

formal

informal

confident

_uncertain

chaotic

ordered )

skillful

inept

happy

sad

weak

strong

1ntere§ting

dull

dirty

clean

poiséd

excitable

heavy

light

clear

vague
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CLASSROOM BOOKKEEPING

strong weak
good bad
poised excitable
active passive
skillful inept
» formal inforrmal
attrac:;;"i ve unattractive
interesting dull
chaotic ordered
heavy : light
happy sad
simple = complex
confident uncertain
clear vague
understanding tmpatient
dirty claan ~ :
95 é
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héavy

SUPERVISING TEACHER

1ight

attractive

unattractive

clear

vague

formal

informal

1nterest1hg

dull

chaotic

“ordered

understanding

jmpatient

good

bad

happy

sad

skil]ful

inept

dirty

clean

poised

excitable

confident

0

uncertain

active

passive

simple

complex

strong

~ weak
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METHODS OF TEACHING

active passive
pé‘l sed excitable
skil]fu] . : inept
| good bad
chaotic : : ordered
formal informal
~attractive unattractive
strong weak
confident uncertain
| dirty ciean
happy sad
understanding impatient
1nterest1ng' dull
clear 'vague'
simple complex
heavy - : 1ight
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clear

SUPERVISOR'S VISIT

vague

confident

uncertain

understanding

impatient

simple

complex

dirty

clean

heavy

1ight

interesting

dull

happy

sad

formal

informal

attractive

unattractive

- skiliful

1nepf

chaotic

ordered

poised

excitable

strong

weak

good

bad

active

passive

w 166
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poised

RELATIONSHIP WITH PARENTS

excitable

confident

uncertain

attractive

simple

:.__unattractive

o
complex

good

.
.

bad

strong

weak

formal

informal

clear

vague

skil1ful

inept

~ interesting

understanding

: . dull

f;Batient

dirty

clean

ﬁeavy

1ight

‘happy

sad

active

passive

chaotic

99
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DISCIPL INE PROBLEMS

understanding__:__: : :_ :

impatient

skillfful __: : : :

inept

chaotic___:_ : : : : . :_

ordered

clean

dirty . : : :

poised  : : : : : :

excitahle

uncertain

confiden; : I : :

interesting__:__ : : : : : :

: - dull

“heavy . 3

light

formal IR T

informal

good : : : :

bad

active .: T r s e

passive

strong S

weak

simple__: ¢ : : : :

comp]ex

__vague

clear  : : : :: :
| happy_ ¢ : : : : z : :° sad
attractive : : : : : :

unattractive
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 STUDENT TEACHING
interesting dull
strong weak
skil1ful, inept
formal informal
simple complex
happy : sad
clear : vague
good bad
active passive
attractive unattractive’
heavy : 1ight
| chaotic : ordered
poised : | excitable
dirty clean
confident uncertain
under#ta_nding :__impatient
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PUPILS ~
strong : weak
active passive

clear vague
happy sad
simple complex
" heavy Tight
skil1ful inept
good bad
poised excitable
chaotic ____ ordered
attractive % __unattractive
dirty cleanﬁﬁm
confident :"__unceri:lai n'
understanding impatient
interesting dull
formal : informal
102
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MY _FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING

R
heavy 1ight
clear vague
happy sad
confident P23 uncertain
simple complex
understanding K : impatient

dirty

clean

strong

weak

chaotic

ordered

active

passive

attractive

unattractive

poised

interesting

‘excitable

duil

skill1ful

20

inept

formal

i{nformal

bad .

good
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Appendix D

Name:

-t

- .o
s

. CONFIDENCE 3CALE

' DIRECTIONS: The following items concern your feclings of confidence on your abilities
as a classroom teacher. Please place an X before the word or words that best describes :
how you feel about each statement. Be sure to check all thirty-two statements: - : ;

1. Tam confident that I can reach parents I wish to contact.
—_ Very Confident

Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain - . : ’ ‘

2. Tam confident that I can introduce a new topic and obtain high interest.
— Very Confident ‘

Confident

. Uncertain

Very Uncertain ' ‘ > .

3. Iam confident that I can help students with destructive home situations. -
—— Very Confident :

' Confident . ;
i

Uncertain
Very Uncertain
4.. Tam confidént that I can handle children’s aggressive behavior toward one another.
Very Confident -
Confident
- Uncertain

Very Uncertain

105
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10.

Iam confident that I can be enthusiastic about each subject that 1 will teach.
Very Confident
Confident

St T o e

_ Uncertain
Very Uncertain
I am'confident that I will not feel uncomfortatle about giving failing grades.
—— Very Confident ‘
Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain

I am confident that I can help students see the relationships between undesirable
behavior and its consequences. '

_‘Very Confident
——— Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain

I'am confident I can cope with students who are not willing to work.
e Very Confident
Confident

Unicertain

Very Uncertain

" Idm confident that I can interpret children’s capabilities to parents.

— Very Confident
_ Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain

I am confident that I know how to discuss a child’s achieveme'nt with his parent(s).
Very Confident

D

e Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain -
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11.

14.

15.

16.

12,

13.

e Uncertain

I am confident that I can differentiate instruction among the siow, average, and

- gifted children in class. f
Very Confident :

Confident '

- Very Uncertain
I am confident that I can help children with readmg prol:lems
Very Confident

— Confident

Uncettain

Very Uncertain ‘ h

I am confident that I can be happy with routine clamoom bookkeeping.
Very Confident
Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain |
I am confident that I can involve p‘upils in self-evaluation.

Very Confident ‘ :
a—— Confident o 3

Uncertain

Very Uncertam

I am confident that I can integrate the lsolated, disliked child into classroom
activities.

Very Conﬁdent
— Confident ,. , :
Very Uncestain :
I am confident that I can have a good attitude toward grading papers. 3
Very Confident :
: Confiden:

Uncertain ¢

Very Uncertain
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- 17.

. 19,

N —————— st e

18.

20.

21.

22.

I'am confident that I can evaluate my objectives.
Very Confident

__ Confident

Uncertain

: Very Uncertain

I am confident that I have the skills necessary to have children maintain quiet while
working independently.

Very Confident
Confident

- Uncertain

Very Uncertain

.T am confident that I can have work for some while I work with other groups or

individuals.

Very Confident
——— Confident
Uncertain

Very Uncertain

Tam confident that I will be at ease when supervised.

Very Confident
Confident
Uncertain

Very Uncertain

I am confident that I will be patient with my students.
Very Confident
Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain

I am confident that I know how to judge children’s progress in terms of my aims

and purposes. .

Very Confident "
Confident
Uncertain

Very Uncertain
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23.

24.

25,

26.

27.

28.

I am confident that I can cope with the constantly disrupting child.

" e Very Confident

Confident . » .
Uncertain

Very Uncertain

I am confident that I know what to do with students who finish early.
Very Confident

Confident

Uncertain

&

Very Uncertain

I am confident that I can involve many childsen in group discussions.
‘ Very Confident

Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain
gr:an conﬁdent that I can find reading materials for readers one or two years below

Very Confident
——_ Confident
Uncertain

Very Uncertain

I am confident that I can prepare classroom tests that are valid.
Very Confident

Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain

I am confident that I can relate subjects meaningfully to children.
Very Confident

Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain
109
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31.

29.

30.

I am confident that I can relate to parents that their children have problems.
— Very Confident

Confident

(4

Uncertain

Very Uncertain

I am confident that I can select instructional materials.
———— Very Confident

Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain

I am confident that I can interest parents in their children’s behavior. R
—— Very Confident
———w Confident

Uncertain

Very Uncertain

. I am confident that I can get students to do homework.
———— Very Confident

Confident
Uncertain

Very Uncertain
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APPENDIX E

Assumed 50% Ré;ponsibility Card

My student teacher

assumed 50% responuibility for the class (as a stude.nt teacher) on

(Date)

et ey AT ie . vy t ke me e Feemmr e e e

Signed
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APPENDIX F

KSTC Student Teaching Questionnaire

P emmrie s Aok ¢

o R PR B U L W

121




(3) Subjectively speaking, would you want this person to beco

APPENDIX F

KANSAS STATE TEACHERS COLLEGE

STUDENT TEACHING QUESTIONNAIRE

-

TO: The Cooperating Teacher

RE:

In the interests of better teacher education, please respond to the following queries
concerning the above-indicated student teacher. Please be very discriminating in ‘your
responses. Favorable responses are not much value in themselves as we are comparing two
different teacher education curricula. Negative responses are jist as valuable and useful as

" are favorable ones. Please be very frank.

3

Responszs _are conlﬁégntial and_for research use exclusively: they will not be made
known to the student teacher nor will they be usecl\{n professional references in any

manner.

(Ci:clé the number on the continuum which best \escribes this scudent te_achér’s

performance. Seven is highest, one is lowest, with two through six graduations in

between.)

(1) Compare this student teacher with all other student tdachers with whom -you have

 associated. How would you rank” this student teacher as'regards the student’s -

self-esteem or self-confidence?

Least - ’ o Mosf
§elf-conﬁdent 1 2 -3 4. 5 6 7 Seif-confident

(2) How successful was the student teacher in esfablishing an appx;opriately warm,

working relationship with the children?

‘Totally unable Good relationship
to relate to 1 23 4.5 6 7 ith children
children ' : '

your child’s teacher?

ABsolutely not . 1- 2 .3 4.5 6 7 Ve&"y much
:

Signed:
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